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Preface

We undertook this study knowing that we would need help
from many. Now that we are done, we know even better just
how many did have to help and the benefits we derived.
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and the responsibilities entailed. 5

In addition, we had the assistance of five educational ]
experts who convened early in our werk to advise us on our
conceptualization cf the study. These were: Roald F.
Campbell, Jacob W. Getzels, Roy M. Hall, Andrew W. Halpin, and
Roy K. Wilson. We were also assisted then, and later, by our
colleagues: H. Thomas James, Wilbur Schramm and William 1 -
Strand. ]

Collection of data across the country was greatly
facilitated by the assistance we received from two national
research agencies: Survey Research Center, University of :
Michigan; and, National Analysts, Inc., Philadelphia. We ;ﬂ
deeply appreciate the personal efforts of Morris Axelrod and
Beverly Clifford of the Survey Research Center, and of John
Monroe representing National Analysts, Inc. .

Research assistants who aided us in the processing of
data were: Jack Alexander, Harold Dyck, Robert Ellis, Robert
Evans, Douglas Fuchs, Mark E. Lewis, Ronald Pyszka, Anthony
Scantlen, and Phillip Tichenor.

Our secretarial staff consisted of: Esther Huang,

Annabelle Johnson, Joyce Fasnacht, Cynthia Stabb, Gay Quarles, ;%

“g

and Dana Morris. :
Finally., we should like to acknowledge cur debt to the 3

administrator of this project, William R. Odell. -
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General Introduction

With control of public education still vested largely
in local hands, the character and the results of educational
policy determination depend to a great extent on the nature
of local school-community relations.

What affects schoold-community relations has an impact
on the way in which educational policy is determined, and on f
whether support will be voted for its implementation. @

There are two ways to look at the nature of school-

community relations. Its structure is imposing. There are

hundreds of factors that may enter into school-community
relations. Its process is guestionable. It can be viewed
as a complex interaction of the myriad factors. But it can
also be seen as a fairly simple political interaction between
school leaders who exercise day-to-day initiative and the
public which votes in occasional review of policy.

However one looks at school-community relations, as
structure or process, the lack of information available be-
comes immediately evident. Anecdote and research study alike
point only to particular aspects of school-community relations.
There is no comprehensive study of it, no knowledge with which
one could alter it except by trial and error attempts to modify
a factor considered especially significant.

It was to improve this situation that we undertook this 3
study of the structure and process of school-community rela- J
tions. We have tried to obtain a comprehensive picture of
the factors which may enter into school-community relations,
and to obtain a picture of how these factors interact in the
process of school-community relations.

The origin of this study goes back nine years to our
first work in school-community relations. Our concern then
was the role of understanding in the support of public

education. That first study was an example of focusing on
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one factor considered significant in school-community rela-
tions.l But before we had finished, we were well on the %EW .
toward seeing the complexity of school-community relations.’
Six years ago we began this current study, tailored to
the demands on resources necessitated by the scope of the
problem. To introduce this study, we can do no better than
to go back to the results and shortcomings of the previous
3 study.
if We conceptualized that first study in a rather elementary
way. We took success or failure in school financial elections
to be the criterion of school-community relations. We postu-
lated understanding to be a condition antecedent 0 success.
Then we looked for a means of observing the reiationshnip of
understanding to success.
The schematic diagram in Figure 1 illustrates the view

1 of school-community relations with which we worked.

Figure 1. A Schematic Diagram of School-Community Relationsgl.
\

|
E \
;g Fl .o PFl .o ‘
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| F DF Under- Success of
| 3 °°° "3 T standing Policy Financial
3 Election
4 F .. PF .o
: n n
*; In Figure 1, the Fn elements represent the factors that

may contribute to policy determination in a school district.
The PFn elements represent the perceptions of these factors

held by.district members concerned with policy. Understanding

we defined as the extent to which district members perceived
these factors the same way. And, as noted above, we used
success of financial elections as a criterion of policy deter-

mination (i.e., school-community relations).

3 lRichard F. Carter and John Sutthoff, Communities and Their
. 3 Schools, School of Education, Stanford University, 1960.
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As we used the concept of understanding, it applies only
) to the common perception of what the situétion is -- not what
it ought to be. It is something less than total agreement.
Used irr this way, the concept clearly relates to communication
effectiveness in the district for the sharing of perceptions,
and not to the effectiveness of communication as a means of
securing favorable results.

We measured understanding independently of election
results. Then when we related understanding to success records,
we had some confidence in the result: School districts with
longer records of continuous success had better scores on our

index of understanding.
To measure understanding, we had to develop an exhaustive

list of the factors in school-community relations that were
| at least potentially contributors to policy determination.
?n‘ With these collected we could then construct an inventory to
; ? which district leaders could respond with their perceptions
l j &; of the relative impact of each factor. The congruence of

; ; these perceptions was our measure of the concept of under-

h standing.

Collecting the potential factors was itself a difficult
task. We could expect different factors to emerge in districts
of varying characteristics. So we purposively sampled many
different districts hsing these criteria for selection:
geographic location, economic capability, degree of urbani-
zation, type of school (e.g., elementary, high schoocl, uni-

fied), and financial support pattern.
We sent trained interviewers to these districts to search

out potential factors. Using the focused interview technique,
they proved for factors seen by two or more informed observers
in the district to.be related to the outcome of financial

elections. Specific probes were used in 15 areas, set out

-
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from an examination of the literature. ;
5

The 15 areas probed were: (.

School-community relations: elections;
School-community relations: non-elections; )
Mediating agencies: school board; .
Mediating agencies: mass media:; ?
Mediating agencies: volunteer organizations; -
School characteristics: personnel; 3
School characteristics: students:

~ School characteristics: educational officials
;-f‘ (nonlocal);

g 9. School characteristics: procedural; )
’ 10. School characteristics: administrative attributes; 2

. 11. Community characteristics;

73 12. Commurity voter characteristics;

- 3 13. School originated communications; 3
14. Community originated communications; and. ’
15. Communications from mediating agencies.

The results of interviewing in 71 districts were some 162

O~ WN -

factors seen as helping or hurting school-community relations 3

in one or more districts. An inventory based on these findings

was sent to a national probability sample of districts, for

response by the superintendent of the district, the board ¥ |

A ANk St e

president, a mass media spokesman, an active supporter Qg\

local schools, and an active opponent.
Their responses were their perceptions of how each of

3 these factors entered into local school-community relations -- i
1 if at all. Thus we had, in addition to the data for analyzing x
/4 similarity of perceptions, estimates of the impact of each e

I | factor over all districts. 3

; 2Four references that were helpful in covering the scope of b
3 school-community relations are: Leon Ovsiew, Emerging Prac- 9

3 tices in School Administration, New York: Metropolitan School
Study Council and Cooperative Program in Educational Adminis~ S
3 tration, 1953; Truman M. Pierce, Edward C. Merrill, Jr., w
; Craig Wilson, and Ralph B. Kimbrough, Community Leadership s 1
for Public Education, New York: Prentice-Hall, 1955; John r.} ;g
Ramseyer, Lewis A. Harris, Millard Z. Pond, and Howard Wake- .
field, Factors Affecting Educational Administration, Ohio State j
University, 1955; and, Hollis A. Moore, Jr., Studies in School 4
Administration, American Association of Schocl Administra- 1 N

tors, Weshington, D. C., 1957. 4
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Our summary analysis for all districts showed that the
A estimates of factor impact tended to be either positive or
negative. A factor perceived to be a positive force in one
district would also be seen as a positive force in other
districts. Similarly, a factor seen to be a negative force
in one district was rarely perceived to be a positive force
in another district.

Taken at face value, these results suggest a kind of
"balancing” of positive forces against negative forces in
school-community relations. As such, the results support a
simple interpretation of the process of school-community rela-
tions, one that views the process as a continuing problem of
maintaining a favorable balance.

Two major shortcomings can be found in this first study.
First, the conceptualization was elementary. This leads to
several faults -- for instance, using election success as the

only criterion of school-community relations, and thus pre-

Lot

disposing a view of factors as eithexr positive or negative
forces but not both. Second, the factors were given subjec-

tive estimates of impact by observers. A preferable procedure

, is to obtain objective estimates of the factor's presence in
{'é districts, then to relate these estimates to independent

o estimates of the state of school-community relations.4

‘ This second study was designed to correct these short-
comings. The first improvement came in the conceptualization.
We worked on both the criterior variable problem and the

delineation of potential factors.

3This interpretation, and the results supporting it, are
reported in detail in Chapter 2 of Communities and Their

4 Schools (see footncte 1).

4A preliminary study of the feasibility of obtaining objec-
tive estimates of several potential factors was conducted
in the first phase of the research (reported in Chapter 6
of Communities and Their Schools). We are able to show a
significant relationship between 1950 census estimates of
economic capability and community growth and 1950 financial
election results in California communities.

L4
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Although it is of some practical significance to view
success in financial elections as an indicator -- or criterion
-~ of school-community relations, there is a danger in taking
only this view. A faccor may have some impact on school-
community relations that is all for the good -- or bad -- but

the impact may not be visible if we use only this one cri-

terion.
The role we assigned the concept of understanding in our
We

first study is a good example of this incomplete view.
saw the concept as a potential factor in achieving success.

But it is also a prime candidate for becoming a criterion
variable itself. 1In a democratic socicty, the attainment of
understanding is an end to be desired i:gardless of consequent
election results.

Many potential factors that comprise the areas of commu-
nication techniques might well have an impact on understanding,
but not on acquiescence.5 They should not be discarded for
lacking relation with the latter.

Similarly, the concept of participation is important in

a democratic society. It too may be a desirable end in and of

itself.

So we have come in this second study to use all three of
these concepts as criteria of school-community relations. We
have observed the relationships between these criteria and
the potential factors to see what should be retained as part
of the structure of school~community relations.

We have also introduced a fourth criterion, the concept
of quiescence. We use this concept in the sense of noncon-
troversy or lack of conflict. Again, this concept may be an

end in itself as well as a potential factor in affecting

acquiescence -- or understanding, or participation.
The concept of quiescence has another important role.

It protects us from inferring too much about the state of

—

5 . , . . :
In our reconceptualization, we used a new criterion of finan-
cial election success, the concept of acquiescence.




understanding in a district. If district leaders see the
situation the same way, but many aspects of the situation as
placid, we could infer that a high degree of understanding
exists when in fact there is only a high degree of quiescence.
Effective communication would not have been necessary in this
case to achieve congruence of perceptions.

In Part I, we use these four concepts as criteria for
including potential factors in the structure of school-com-
munity relations. 1In Part II, we view these concepts as
essential elements in the process of school-community rela-
tions. There, the relationships among the concepts are

examined.
The definitions we used for these four criterion vari-

|} ables are as follows:
Acquiescence: the percentage of voters in district

school financial elections who vote "yes" on the issue. The

.
percentage is adjusted according to the kind of financial
Y election held -- bond, tax, or budget. An adjustment in local
¥ - district results was made according to the national average

for a given kind of election. For example, budget elections
usually have a higher proportion of ‘yes® voters than bond or
tax elections. Districts holding only budget elections would
be adjusted downward on this criterion.

Participation: the percentage of eligible voters in a

school district who turn out to vote in school elentions of
all kinds. This percentage too is adjusted according to the
national average for a given kind of election. 1In this case,
for example, budget election participation would be adjusted
upward, because there is less turnout for such elections than
for, say. school board or financial elections.

Understanding: the degfee to which informed observers

in a district perceive aspects of the school-community rela-
tionship in the same way. Ten persons who hold key roles in
school affairs were questioned in each district; they are:

superintendent, board president, four other board members,
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teacher representative, parent representative, mass media
representative, and an interested citizen.6 The extent to
which they commonly perceive the positive or negative impact
of local factors is obtained by averaging owver all possible
pairs of informed cbkservers (a maximum cf 45 pairs if all ten

responded to the questionnaire).
Quiescence: the degree to which informed observers in

a district jointly perceive potentially important aspects of
the school-community relationship to be dermant, nct entering
into the relationship. The extent to which they jointly per-
ceive a lack of impact among local factors is obtained by
averaging over all possible pairs of informed observers.
We also reconceptualized the listing of potential factors.
Starting with the 162 factcrs from the previous study, we
went back to the literature to see what had been developed, or
could be developed, as objective estimates of these factors.
It took us a year of weekly staff meetings to thrash out this
problem, all the while consulting the literature and colleague&
Very quickly we found that each factor had several pos-
sible ways of being assessed obkjectively. For example we
could find out something about Student Pride in Schools by

ascertaining student contributions of labor or gifts to the
school, or by inference from the lack of damage inflicted on
buildings and grounds. Ana this was one of the simpler fac-
tors. In some instances, we could find 40 to 50 possible mea-

sures -- e.g., Educational Characteristics of the district

population, as described in the census data.
The first result of this reconceptualization was the

resorting of potential factors. Each previous factor ~-- and
several new ones -~ became Areas, within which possible é'A

objective assessments were designated Variables. We then had

169 areas and over a thousand wvariables.

6‘Where possible, we selected an interested citizen who held a
critical view of the local schools. We also asked for
elected teacher and parent representatives.

R I AN SO RO 25
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We had increased the number of potential factors to
examine about six-fold. We had also introduced another pro-
blem, that o examining variables within areas, or groups of
areas, to see if wvariables in a given set were tapping the
same factor in school-community relations. We used the
analytical technique of factor analysis to cope with this
latter problem, and the results of our analysis are given in
Part I.

But before we started collecting data on these variables,
we wanted to do some pruning. In our staff meetings, we
adopted four criteria for this purpose: obserwvability of the
variable, previous use in educational research, importance

accorded the variable in the educational literature {not the

whole area), and reported experiences of administrators re-
garding the variable.

At this point we brought together an advisory group of
educational leaders to review our conceptualization, and to
discuss the procedures tc be used in collecting the data.
What follows is a brief description of the procedures used.
We can not possibly describe the many alterations in concep-
tualization that resulted.

Our next step was to sort out the variables according to
the optimum source of information for each variazble. Census
data and school records took care of many. But we found it
necessary to consider guestioning individuals in school dis-
tricts who held key roles in school-commurity relations.
These persons were the only source possible for some variables.
For example, only an informed observer could report on the
tact displayed by board members in their relations with the
public. And other information could be more efficiently
gathered by personal interxview (given that an interview had
to be conducted anyway with certain persons). For instance,
we could question board members directly about their own

7These leaders are identified in the Preface of this report.
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background in education rather than asking for the infcrmation
from the school administration.

We then constructed specific data gathering instruments
for each source of information. Each instrument was pretested
in three districts where we would not be conducting the study.
In Part I the source for each datum is given by reference to
the instrument used.

The instruments we used were:

Questionnaires -- separate sets of questions for the dis-
trict superintendent, the board president, board members, a
teacher representa%ive, a parent representative, a mass media
representative, ahd an interested citizen.

An Inventory -- a listing of the 169 areas to which each

of the ten informants named above responded with perceptions
of whether the area had an impact on local school-community
relations, and whether the impact was judged favorable or
unfavorable.

Factual questionnaires -- two sets of questions sent to ‘
the district administration for information that would be
available in the school records.

Copies of these instruments are in Part I, Appendix A.

Some information not furnished from school records was

obtained for us by national research agencies who sent local
representatives to alternative sources. Mostly this was
information on election results, essential to our measures of
acquiescence and participation.

The pretesting of procedures for abstracting information
from census sources made it clear that we had to develep bases
for estimating district data when, as often occurred, the
district was not coterminous with a census unit. The esti-

mation procedures are reported in Part I, Appendix B.

8That is, if it were availasble at all. Many districts,
although willing to cooperate, could not furnish all the
information requested.
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Our earlier stndy had been designed to encompass school-
community relations, to explore and define its boundaries.
There we used a purposive sample of school districts. In this
study we wanted to draw inferences concerning the impact of
each potential factor (i.e., variable). So we used a proba-
bility sample of school districts.

The Bureau of the Census drew a sample of 180 districts
from its records on U. S. school districts with 150 pupils or
more. Thus the sample, as selected, was representative of
districts in which about 97% of the pupils were enrolled in
1960.

School districts were randomly selected, but with proba-
bility of selection proportional to pupil enroliment. In
this sense, then, the sample was more representative of the
conditions under which pupils receive their education than it
was of conditions in the average school district. Aall the
very large districts were included by this procedure. And
relatively few very small districts were included.

Before the study wés well underway, three coterminous
units in the sample combined themselves into a unified dis-
trict, leaving us with a final sample of 178 districts for
1960 data. The districts included in the sample are given
in Table B, Part I, Appendix B.

In the summer of 1961, we began codifying data from
census reports ~- the 1940 and 1950 reports to establish trend
variables, and the preliminary reports of 1960 characteris-
tics. 1In early 1962, we began collecting data from the schoocl
districts with the first factual questionnaire. The first
questionnaire was also used to obtain names and addresses for
the nine persons in the district (beside the superintendent)
who were to be interviewed as informed observers.

The personal interviewing of infcrmed observers began in
the spring of 1962. Stafi members and professional inter-
viewers for several national research agencies conducted the

interviews, using the questionnaires developed. At the close

of each personal interview, the interviewer left a copy of
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the inventory with the informant, to be completed and then
mailed directly back to us.

The second factual questionnaire went to school districts
in the late spring of 1962.

Throughout 1962 and into the early months of 1963, addi-
tional efforts were made to obtain missing data.

In requesting current information about districts, we
asked for data on the 1961-62 school year. However, some
information was requested for 1940, 1950, and 1960 -- and
October 31 stipulated as the reporting date when the figures
might vary within the year (as, for example, with pupil enroll-
ment). Election data were requested for the period between
January 1, 1948 and December 31, 196l.

From the census data, we were able to secure information
for all of the 180 districts on certain district character-
istics. We also obtained all the gvailable data on elections
for every district. But here we sometimes had to get the data
from nonschool sources, because we did encounter districts
that would not participate in the study.

The number of districts varies for the data available
on other variables. Our bhest record for the other variables
was 154 districts responding. For some variables, the total
fell as low as five or ten districts -- usually because records
were not kept on the given variable. But the latter were rare
instances. 1In Part I, the number of responding districts is
recorded for each variable.

Beginning in 1962, we codified the data for use in punched

cards. At the same time we began a scaling analysis of certain
sets of items that had been designed as assessment indexes.
We analyzed these sets to see if the responses were homo- R
geneous -- and thereby capable of being represented as a com-
posite wariable.

By the summer of 1963, we were able to begin the struc-
tural analysis. We had two objectives: describing the rela-

tionships between variables (potential factors) and our
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criteria of school-community relations, and, describing the
relationships among groups of variables.

The earlier study used only the criterion of acquiescence
and the relationships were assessed by informed observers,
rather than by statistical test of the relationship between
independently observed variables. 1In Part I, we report the
results of the statistical tests conducted in this study.

In the earlier study, we made no attempt to categorize
variables according to empirical relationships. We simply
grouped them as we saw them. 1In this study, using factor
analytic techniques, we were able to regroup them by their
empirical relationships. Az noted before, these results are
also given in Part I.

The purpose of this structural analysis was to afford
better knowledge of the factors in school-community relations.
But we have also used the results of the analysis to guide
our subsequent analysis of the process.

In Part II, where we report the results of the process
analysis, we have retained those variables that have a signi=-
ficant relationship to at least one of the eriterion variables
~~ acquiescence, partieipation, understanding, and guieseence,

Further, where factor analysis showed two or more vari-
ables to be measuring the same dimension, we retained only one
variable for the proecess analysis.

One variable was retained for the process analysis even
though it did net shew a significant ralatienship with any
eriterien variable, We retained a measure of distriet sige
because it aids us in locating the distriets in whieh the more
important proecess variables oeeur,

The analysis of process toek a number of forms. We began
by observing the relationships among the eriterien variables.
Then we observed the relationships among variables that
related signifieantly to each of the eriterien variables.

For instance, we wanted to see the relationshipes ameng vari=
ables that related to aequleseence,
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Then we looked at a relatively small set of variables
that, together with the criterion variables, seemed to promise
us the best picture of the process.

Finally, we have compared our objective results on the
impact of potential factors with the subjective estimates of
impact made by informed observers in the sample of districts.

Part 11 contains the results of these analyses, along
with a discussion of the inferences that we drew about the

process of school-community relations.
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Introduction to Part I

Some of what foilows in Part I is only a prelude to the
analysis reported in Part II. What we did in studying process
was necessarily based on the preliminary work in studying
structure. But we were interested in structural aspects also.
So the content of Part I reflects this dual concern, with the
scope of school-community relations to be seen on the one hand
and to be pared down on the other.

Part I contains information on each of 860 variables --
taken alone and in relation to each of our four criterion
variables. It concludes with a summary of criterion variable
relationships for those variables carried over into the
analysis of process. It also has in the appendices the instru-
ments, estimation procedures, and sample we used.

The 860 variables are grouped in 26 divisions. These
divisions constitute sets of variables within which we wanted
to study the relationships among the variables, as well as the
criterion variable relationships. The divisions vary in size
from five to 270 variables (XXVI:Information and XV:Community
Characteristics, respectively. The latter is broken down
into subdivisions.)

Within each division are six sections:

A. Variables -- a listing of variables, numbered for

identification within the division; with data specifica-
tion and source of information.
B. Data -- a listing of variable statistics -- sample

size, central tendency, variance, and correlations with

criterion variables.
C. Factor analysis -- a tabulation of variable load-

ings on the factors derived from the intercorrelations

among the variables.
D. Variables retained -- a listing of the variables in

the division that were kept for the process analysis, based

on the presence of significant correlation with a criterion

15
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variable and the results of the factor analysis.

E. Questions raised by the factor analysis results --

for each division (except XV:Community Characteristics), the
factor analysis results were examined for relationships among

variables that might be explored in future work by educational

researchers.
F. Bibliogravhv -- the references we found useful in

conceptualizing variables within the division. Several publi-
cations (e.g., census references) were data sources as well.

The procedures we followed undexr these six headings are
given in detail in the sections that follow. This introduction
concludes with a brief discussion of the uses to which this
Part I data may be put.

A. Variables

Each variable has been assigned a number for identifica-
tion within the division. For example, I:1 is Superintendent's
age. This number is used uniformly throughout both Part 1
and Part II.

The title of the variable (e.g., Superintendent's age) may
not remain constant throughout. When divorced from its divi-

sion context later in the analysis, additional information may

\

be added to the title. For example, PFI is used as an abbre-

viation for Per Family Income (XV:21) in the context cof Divi=-

sion XV, but not in the later analyses.

The order in which variables appear within divisions is
not always in logical sequence. For example, XI:32 "should"
precede XI:1. These anomalies resulted from analysis proce-

dures. Generally, a logical sequence prevails.
Some variables are listed in more than one division. In

these cases, the variables were to be included in factor
analyses of both divisions. When they appear for the second
time, they are cross-referenced to first division in which
they are listed. Only factor analysis information is to be

found in the second division. The Part I summary will identify

them only by the first listing.
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The source cof information on each variable is given with
the listing. The following abbreviations are used.

S
BP

superintendent questionnaire

board president questionnaire

board member questionnaire

teacher representative questionnaire
parent representative questionnaire
mass media representative questionnaire
interested citizen questionnaire
factual questionnaire #1

factual questionnaire #2

inventory

C census data

SM Sales Management data

These designations, along with the question number, aré given
in parentheses following the title. Questionnaire citations
without question numbers refer to the face sheet of the instru-

1
2

HEHEHORwWwAlW
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ment.

The title itself may suffice to specify the data collec-
ted to measure the variable (e.g., Superin“endent's gge). When
guestiobns were used to elicit information, they are r¥eported.

Questions were used to obtain two kinds of data: informa=
tion 6f record (e.g., I:9, No. of elected professional pffices)
and assessments (é.g., I:28, Admiunistrator-parent relations).

Where assessments were required, the informed observer was
furnished with a Response Category Sheet from which to seéelect

the response he felt appropriate. Examples of these are to bé

fournd in Appendikx A after each questionnaire.
Sorme assessments were expected to be more pérception than

reality (e.g., different views of administrator-parént relations

made., The correlations between siuch assessments are réported.
Por both assessments and information of recd¥d, sets of
¥egponsés were often analyzed by scaling techniques. This had
the effect of rediding the amount of data toc be procdessed. For
used were tapping the same variable.
Where scaling analyses were perforimed, the scaleé crfiteria

il
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are reported.1 In addition, when responses were information
of record, the proportion of school districts responding "yes"
is also given for each item.

If a set of items did not meet all scale criteria, we
looked at the results from removing an item from the set.
Rejected assessment items were discarded. Rejected items of
record were usually retained as separate variables.

Several sets of items were retained as '"quasi-scales”

even though failing to meet one of the scale criteria, if

removal of an item did not improve the scale and if observed

error was random.
The range in scores possible for a district on a scaled

set of items is from zero to the number of items in the set.
Where more than one informed observer's assessment was

used for a given variable (e.g., I:30, Superintendent reaction

to criticism), the average scale score was used. In these

cases, scale criteria were obtained from a sample of observer
responses but the scores were calculated on all responses.

In Division XV (Community Characteristics), abbreviations

&
14
!
i
{
i
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are used freely to cut down on the space needed to report our
findings. We made considerable use of ratios in this division.
Our conceptualization of these areas led us to suspect several
relative standings to be as important, if not more important,

than the district status at a given point in time (1960).

e

The ratios we were interested in are:
District to state ratio (D/S): For a community charac-
teristic like Per Family Income (XV:21), the relative standing

f of the district within the state may be more important than

! lThe criteria are the coefficient of reproducibility (see:

f Samuel A. Stauffer, Louis Guttman, Edward A. Suchman, Paul F.
Lazarsfeld, Shirley A. Star, and John A. Clausen, Measurement
and Prediction, Princeton, New Je—sey: Princeton University

: Press, 1950) and the coefficients of scalability for items

L and individuals (see: Herbert Menzel "A New Coefficient for

Scalogram Analysis, " Public Opinicn Quarterly, Vol. 17, No. 2

(Summer, 1953), pp. 268-80.)

o
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its standing Qithin the nation. This also relieved some of
the problems that arise from regional differences. With only
180 districts to analyze, we could not do separate analyses
for regions.

1960 to 1950 ratio: For some community characteristics,
the change in the previous decade may be more indicative of
local conditions than the 1960 status (e.g., XV:196, Ratioc of
1960 percent attending school to 1950 percent attending school).

1950 to 1940 ratio: In some cases, the district may have
experienced a change in the immediate post-World War II period
that affects school-community relations in 1960 (e.g., XV:246,
Ratio of 1950 reciprocal of fertility ratio to 1940 reciprocal

of fertility ratio).

Ratio of 1960/1950 ratio to 1950/1940 ratio: 1In a few
instances, we have looked at the acceleration of change over
the two decades (e.g., Xv:187, Ratio of 1950-60 percent popu-

lation increase to 1940-50 percent population increase).

B. Data

The variable titles are not given in this section. The
number assigned in Section A is used for identification. Vari-
ables that were previously listed in another division are not

~ted in this section.

=~ number of cases, {N), on which the estimates of cen--
tral teucercy, variation, and correlation were based is given

in the fi... 'olumn. The number varies primarily according

to the number districts responding to a given instrument,
secondarily to the --mber of districts having information on
the variable or to v - “he question is applicable (e.g., X512,
No. of other public func?,iﬁq.by budget reviewing agency is
necessarily restricted to . -2 districts having budget review-

ing agencies).

The mean is reported in the --7ond column. For dichoto-
mous measures, the mean can be con.. '2d to a proportion.

In a few cases, the mean is slign % underestimated be-

cause we assigned scores of 99 to distric’: *hat reported 100
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as a proportion. For example, in V:53, some districts reported
100% of their high school teachers had at least one college
degree.

The median is reported in the third column. For dichoto-
mous measures, the median is zero if the proportion is less
than half and one if the proportion is more than hzalf.

The standard deviation is reported in the fourth column.

The skewness is reported in the fifth column. Skewness
exercises a limitirng effect on correlation with another vari-
able when the two are skewed in different directions. Fortu-

nately, our four criterion variables were orly slightly skewed:

Understanding: .56
Quiescence: -.20
Acquiescence: .86
Participation: -.40

Finally, the correlation of each variable is given for
each of the criterion variables.

The procedures used to operationally define each of the
criterion variables were as fcllows:

Understanding (U): The similarity between paired per-
ceptions of two informed observers in a district was calcu-
lated as the number of instances in which they agreed that a
factor was either hurting or not hurting the local school-
community relationship, out of 169 possible instaaces. This
score was derived for each possible pair cf observers in the
district. The average similarity score was used as the
measure of understanding for the district. A number of alter-
native scoring procedures was assessed. The distinction in

perceptions of "hurting" versus "not hurting"” was the most

sensitive criterion., judged by its relationships with other
criterion variabkles. (
Quiescence (Qj:* This was calculated as the number of
instarces in which two observers in a district agreed that a
factor had no effect on the local school-community relation-

ship. The score was obtained for each possible pair of ob-

servers, then averaged for the district score.

e A e aaas
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Acquiescence (A): 1960 acquiescence scores were calcu-
lated as the average proportion of those voting in school
financial elections between January 1, 1959 and December 31,
1961 who voted "yes," with an adjustment in score based on
the national average for each type of election {(bond, tax,
and budget). A 1950 acquiescence score was similarly derived.

Participation {F): 1960 participation scores were calcu-
lated in the same manner as the acquiescence scores, based on
the average proportion voting of those eligible to vote in-
school elections {(bond, tax, budget, and bhoard). A 1950 pari
ticipation score was also obtained,

The significance of the reported correlation is indicated
by the use of asterisks following the correlation statistic:

* significant at the .05 level;
** gignificant at the .01 level; and
*¥*% gignificant at the .001 level.

The level of significance is dependent on the number of
This

districts for which data was available on both variables.
varies for both potentizl factor and criterion, and the level
of significance was calculated for each correlation individually.

Intensive searching of local records yielded information
on acquiescence from districts on 98% of the bond elections
held, on 96% of the tax electicns held, and on 100% of the
budget elections held.

Participation information was harder to obtain. Recoxds
were available for 82% of the bond elections held, for 85% of
the tax elections held, and for 69% of the budget elections
held.

Some 41 districts held no financial elections at all.

A few variables are component parts of the understanding

criterion {e.g., I:47, Superintendent-board understanding).

These have artifactually high correlations with this criterion.
Decimal pcints are omitted in the reporting of correlation
statistics.
C. _Factor analysis
Variables included in the factor analysis are identified
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by the number assigned in Section A of the divisicn. &S noted
earlier., some variables from previous divisions are included.

Variables listed for the division are scmetimes excluded

from the factor analysis. Omissions are noted. Reasons are:

1. We may have viazwed individual items of a scalable set
as well as the totzal set in Sections A and B. Only the total
set is treated in the factor anzlvsis.

2. We sometimes had two variables in Sections A& and B,
one of which was a necessary condition for the other. The two
would necessarily be artifactuaily correlaced. Only one was

i retained.

3. In a few instances. a variable had no variance. No

district -- or all districts -- possessed the characteristic

(e.g., III:9, Identification of gifted child!}.

The second column reports the communality for each vari-
able (hz). With low numbers of cases, this statistic is
occasionally unstable. When the communality exceeded 1.00,
this instability is noted.

Subsequent columns give the loadings of the variables on
the factors derived from the matrix of intercerrelations. The
factors are rotated, by an orthogonai method (varimax). Only
loadings of * .40 are reported.

Decimal points are omitted for both communality estimates

and factor loadings.

D. Variables retained

With the exception of 1960 pupil enrollment, no variable

was retained that did not have & significant correlation with

o

at least one criterion variable.

The results of the factor analysis were examined to see

\ 4 £ two or more variables with the same relationships to the
5! . . . '
;éa criterion variables were related to each other (i.e.. appeared

E on the same factor). In such cases, only one variable was

: retained,.
/ E ~ . . : .
, The selection of which variable to retain was governed

by the following criteria, in the order given:
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l. The variable having the highest correlation with the
criterion variable(s).

2. The variable based on the largest number of cases.

3. The variable with a loading on that factor alone.

4. The variable with the highest loading on the factor.

5. The variable with the least skewness.

Some relabeling of variables was done in this section, in
anticipation of subseguent use outside the context of the divi-
sion.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results

Although the focus of our investigation was on school-
community relations, and therefore the relationships between
variables and criteria of those relations, the factor analyses
yield suggestive evidence of relationships among the variables
within divisions.

To another investigator, one of the variables within a
division might be an appropriate criterion for some important
aspect of educational policy.

Without attempting to specify what alternative criteria
might be considered, we have called attention in this section
to variable relationships that might be of interest to future
investigators.

F. Bipiiography
The bibliographic entries are listed in alphabetical order.

Entries represent those that were of use to us. To some extent,
the number of entries indexes the amount of work that had been
j previously done in observing variables within each division.
; } Many of the decisions we made in defining and measuring

variables were guided solely by the administrative experiences

+ R

of study personnel.
To conclude this introduction, we shall point out several
ways in which the data of this report might be put to use.
Apart from the byproducts of the factor analyses, the use-

fulness of these data stems primarily from the identification

R A A . S A aCah L
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of what appear to be the more important factors in school-

community relations. Given this characteristic, these uses
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seem indicated:
Diagnosis of district problems. When a general sense of

“"something is wrong" is established for a district, the next
step demands that the difficulty be loca With so many
things that could affect school-community relations, it is of
considerable help to have the possibilities limited.

A district can compare its standing on the more important
characteristics obtained here with the measures of central
tendency given for the national sample.

Just as importantly, perhaps, the district should recon-
sider any concern that has been focused on a characteristic
that does not appear here to be an important factor in schocl-~
community relations. It may still be concerned with the
characteristic, but less for its impact on school-community
relations.

Solving district problems. Having a more accurate

diagnosis of district problems. some priorities can be set
out for means of altering local school-community relations.
These can be based on the data summarized at the end of this
report.

The particular aspect of school-community relations, or
aspects, can be singled out for attention. The variables in
the summary are grouped according to the aspect({s) of school-
community relations to which they are related, and according
to whether they are positively or negatively related.

Some district characteristics are more easily changed
than others. Given a particularxr focue of attention (e.g.. on
understanding)., the district can elect to change those charac-
teristics more susceptible to intervention.

The probability of securing a desired result varies with
the characteristic which is to be changed. The amount of
correlation with a criterion is one estimate of the better
chance.

To change one characteristic may be more costly -- in

time, money, or personnel -- than another. This attribute of
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the more important variables can also be taken into account.
Comprehending school-community relations. Although our

v . . . .
data furnish a basis for enlightened trial and error proce-

dures in altering school-community relations, we still lack a
knowledge of how these varizbles fit together -- of the process

of school-community relations.
In Part II, we shall report our ventures into this

territory. Hopefully, others will find this first set of

data a useful adjunct to their own adventures.
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Part I

I. ADMINISTRATION

A. Variables

1. Superintendent's age (s)
2. Years as superintendent in district (s)
3. Years as administrator in district (s)
4. Years experience as a superintendent (s)
5. Years experience as an administrator (8)
6. Years teaching in district (s)
7. Total years teaching experience (S)
8. Educational preparation, no. of degrees (s)
9. Elected professional offices, no. of (s)

(8~1): Have you held, or do vou now hold, any
elected office in a professional educational

orgarnization?
10. Appointments to statewide educational groups, no. of (s-2)

11. Nonprofessional organizations (local) to which super-

intendent belongs, no. of (s-3)

12. Local nonprofessional organizations, no. of offices

held in (s-3)

13. oOther educational officials, advice and assistance
sought from

(S-4): To what extent do you go to each of the
following kinds of persons for advice or assistance:

county educational officials?

the state department cf education?
college or university staff members?
neighboring district officials?

a.
b.
C.
d

.903

.720
.649

Scale criteria: Reproducibility
Scalability, items
Scalability, individuals

26
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14. Other educational cfficials, coordination with
(8-5): To what extent do you get together with each
of the following kinds of persons in order to coordi-
nate mutual interests or activities:
a. county educational officials?
b. state department of educaticon?
c. college or tniversitv staff members?
d. neighboring district officials?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .942

Scalability, items = .813
Scalability, individuals = .775

15. Personal goal: teaching in higher education
(S-6): 1In terms of your personal goals, how much do
you feel each of the following is a pcssible direction
for you to go in your career:
a. teaching in higher education?
b. administration outside education?
c. educational administration cther than a

superintendency?

d. superintendency in ancther district?

16. Persconal gcal: administraticn outside education
(S-6): See 15

17. Personal goal: educational administration cther than
a superintendency
(s-6): See 15

18. Personal goal: superintendency in another district
(s-6j: See 15

19. Attitude toward academic freedom

(5-8): To what extent would you agree or disagree
with each of the fcllowing statements:

a. Teachers should take loyalty oaths before being
allowed to teach.

b. Teachers should be able to state their own
opinions outside the classroom cn anyv subject.

c. Teachers should be able to state their cwn
opinions inside the classroom on any subject.

e. Any group, representing any viewpoint, should be
able to use schoel facilities for a public meeting.
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Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .878
Scalability, items = .668
Scalability, individuals = .512

20. Attitude toward religion and public schools

(S-8): To what extent would you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements:

g. Schools should provide released time for pupils
to have religious instruction. ,

h. Public funds should be used to provide trans- gl
pcrtation for parochial school pupils.

i. Religious groups should be able to use school
facilities for private social purposes.

j. Federal aid should be given parcchial schools to 3
help support the secular parts of their programs. i

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,923 :
Scalability, items = .787 |
Scalability, individuals = .627 3

21. Communication with power structure »

(8s-9): When a problem in district peolicy arises, to
what extent are you likely tc talk over the situation
with each of the following:

a. local business leaders?

b. local professional leaders?

c. local civic club leaders?

d. local civic officials? ‘
e. prospective opposition leaders? ;
f. local parent group leaders?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility .915
Scalability, 1items
Scalability, individuals .660

22. Agreement with power structure E

(s-10): With each of these types of perscns, to what
extent are you usually able to reach a satisfactory

agreement:

local business leaders?

local professional leaders?
local civic club leaders? 3
local civic cfficials? E
local parent group leaders? -

Mo N oo

.964
.856 E
.859 -

| Scale criteria: Reproducibility
\ Scalability, items
Scalability, individuals
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23. Apprehension of power structure

(5-11) : 0f the following types of persons -- local

business leaders, professional leaders, civic club

leaders, civic officials, prospective opposition leaders,
- local parent group leaders ~- are there any you would

not care to go against if they opposed a proposed

district policy?

;Code: no. of types mentioned)

‘ 24. Social contacts with power structure

(8-12): Outside the performance of your duties, to
what extent do you associate with each of the following
types of persons:

a. persons recognized as the local social leaders?
b. persons recognized locally as politically

PRATR IR VRER ST ] 3

powerful?
c. persons of personal wealth locally?
d. persons heading large local businesses? %
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,975 ;
. Scalability, items = .907 3
Scalability, individuals = .903
25. Homogeneity of power structure
: (S-13): To what extent do the same persons constitute . 3

these four groups (see 24 above) in your district?

Orientation of maintenance staff to policy )

N
()
.

(S-37): Are new maintenance staff members oriented to
major school policies? 1In what way?

(Code: O--none
l--group meeting or session
2--individually
- 3-~other)

27. Maintenance staff, inclusion in decision making

|
o ” T

E (S~39): Are members of the maintenance staff
E represented formally in any of these ways:

a. on an advisory committee of the school board? (13% yes)

N b. on an administrative council? (25% yes)
. 2 c. at board meetings? (28% yes)
‘ Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .940

3 Scalability, items = .712
{ Scalability, individuals = .487
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28. Administrator-parent relations {(see also 32)

{s-84): How good is the relationship between local
parent groups and district officials?

29. Implementation of board decisions: superintendent
reaction to accomplished change

(BP-44 and B-7): When the boarl finally adopts a
proposal with which the superintendent has been in
disagreement, to what extent is he likely to exhibit
each of the following reactions:

a. accept and implement it without question?

b. drag his feet?
c. try to find new flaws in the proposal?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .,927
Scalability, items .744 3
Scalability, individuals = .735 3

Average score used (all board members)

30. Superintendent reaction to c¢criticism

| (BP-42 and B-5): When the superintendent is criticized

by someone in the audience at a board neeting, to what
extent is he likely to exhibit each cf the following

reactions:

a. show a sense of humor?

b. become irritated?

c. try to postpone the subject until a later time?

d. shift the blame if he can?

e. accept the criticism, even if it seems unwarranted?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,896
: Scalability, items .683
! Scalability, individuals = .617

31. Superintendent reaction to proposed change

(BP-43 and B-6): When the superintendent finds himself
in disagreement with a proposal from the board, to
what extent is he likely to exhibit each of the follow-

ing reactions:

a. try to find flaws in the proposal?

b. try to postpone any decisior. for more evidence?

c. bring pressures to bear on the board?

d. accept the preoposal without resistence? g

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .927
Scalability, items = ,744
Scalability, individuals = .735

Average score used (all board menbers)
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3 32. Administrator-parent relatiocns
~ {p-4): See 28
) The correlation between S and P assessments
(variables 28 and 32} is .15.
- 33. Superintendent reaction to parents
§
. (P-6): How would you rate your superintendent's
‘ reactions to parents who want to talk to him?
34. Accessibility of teaching staff i
f (P-7): How would vou rate vour average teacher’s '
. reactions to parents who want to talk akout your
children'’s problems?
'/; 35. Superintendent as a public speaker (see also 40)

(BP-4la): How wculd you evaluate your superintendent
as a public speaker?

36. Superintendent's personal appearance (see also 41)

5_: (BP-41b): How would you evaluate your superintendent's
2. personal appearance?

* 37. Administrator-teacher relations (morale)

(BP-419): How would you evaluate your superinten-
dent in considering staff morale?

38. Board referral of citizen proposals to the superintendent

(BP-45a}: If the board receives from a citizen's group
E a proposal for a change in district policy, to what
E extent is the board likely to refer it to the super-
intendent for recommendation?

3 ‘ t * 3 . .
3 Teacher support of the administration, no. of instances

(§8]
(Xe]

. (7-23): What support have teachers, as a group, given
] school leadership during controversy or Crisis?

40. Superintendent as a public speaker

(T-24a): see 35

BP and T assessments (variables 35 and 40)
correlate .23.
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41. Superintendent's personal appearance

oS
Mo

(T~-24b): See 36
BP and T assessmerts (variables 36 and 41) correlate .38.
Administrator-teacher relations: morale (See also 55)

{3-24): How would you evaluate your superintendent
on each of the following characteristics:

in -onsidering teacher morale?

j.
k. in p:*-ting teacher suggestions to use?
1. in aliowing teachers sufficient freedom in
procedu: s?
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .970
Scalakility, items = .918
Scalapiiity, individuals = .812

43.

44.

45.

46.

Superintendent reaction to criticism (relevant to staff)

(T-25): To what extent do :'nu feel that the super-
intendent tends to take it out on the staff when the

schools are criticized?
Administrator~teacher relations (gsnexral)

(T-26): How would you characterize the relationship
in this district between administration and teaching

staff?

Delegation of administrative authority to teachers

(2F-63): To whom are custodians directly responsible?

(Code: O-~other
l1--to principal or vice principal
2--to head custodian
3~--to teacher)

Board reaction to proposed changes from the superintendent

(S-66): When you, as superintendent, put a major proposal
before the board of control, to what extent is the district
board likely to respond in each of these ways:

a. refer to a board advisory committee for recommendation?
b. hold a special public meeting to discuss it?

c. discuss it with civic leaders?

d. make an immediate decigion?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .908
Scalability, items = .750
Scalability, individuals = .651




47. Superintendent-board understanding

(£): The average number of agreements between
superintendent and board members on how factors affect

district.

48. Educational goals: prepare children for problems of
adult life

(S-7): Assuming that the following purposes are goals
of most schools, how would you rank then in importance?

a. prepare children for problems of adult life?

b. prepare children for citizenship?
c. develop intellectual abilities of children?
d. give cuiiaren sense of our cultural heritage?

49. Educational goals: prepare children for citizenship

(S-7): See 48

50. Educational goals: develop intellectual abilities of
children

(s-7): See 48

51. Educational goals: give children sense of our cultural
heritage

(s-7): See 48
52. Superintendent as a school leader

(BP-41) : How would you evaluate your superintendent
on each of the following characteristics:

C. 1in supervisory roles?

d. in initiating changes?

e. 1in coordination of personnel?

f. 1in evaluating staff performance?
g. 1in mediating between factions?
h. in planning ahead?

i. in analyzing problems?

The average correlation between items is .63. Average
score used.




53. Superintendent as a school leader
(T-24c-1ij: see 52

The average correlation between items is .58. Average
score used.

The correlation between BP and T assessments (variables
52 and 53) is .17.

54. Superintendent-Board educational value similarity

(s-7, B-4, BP-46): The average difference between
superintendent and board rankings (score reversed)

55. Administrator-teacher relations: morale of staff

"1

{(S-43): How would you evaluate your relationship
with the teaching staff on each of these factors:

a. considering teacher morale?
b. putting teacher suggestions to use?
c. allowing teachers freedom in procedures?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .940
Scalability, items = .824
Scalability, individuals = .731

DA ek s LA
! .
t

The correlation between T and S assessments (variables 42
and 55) is .12.
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D. Variables retained
Factor 1 contains the board president evaluations of the

superintendent. Significant correlations are found only with
the criterion of understanding. We retained variable 52.

Superintendent as a school leader {BP}.

Factor 2 contains variables representing the superin-
tendent ‘s affiliations with professional and local nonprofes-
t“ sional organizations, along with staff support for him during
controversy. We found significant correlations with guiescence
only. We retained variable 12, No. of offices held by super-

intendent in local, nonprofessional organizations.

Factor 3 contains the teacher evaluations of the super-

I intendent. We found significant correlations with understand-

ing only. We retained variable 53, Superintendent as a school

leader (T).
Factor 4 contains variables of administrative experience

(with age included as an artifact). We found one significant

correlation with understanding only. We retained variable 4,

No. of years experience as a superintendent.

Factor 5 contains variables describing educational goals,

focusing on the similarity of goals between superintendent and

+INIRIWY ARL) TH AT 4 ARSIy .v
i 0 e & e 8 e e et e it = . 474000 - e e e o

board members. Lacking significant correlation, none of these

variables was retained.

Factor 6 contains measures of contact with other educa-

tional officials and communication with the local power struc-

ture. There are significant correlations with gquiescence and

AR AL A A el L DL 4 i P

with participation -- the latter only for communication with
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the power structure. We retained variable 14, Coordination

with other educational officials and variable 21, Communication

with power structure.
Factor 7 contains the board members‘ evaluations of the

L v e
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y superintendent’'s reactions in several situations, along with
the degree of understanding between superintendent and board.

Each of four variables has a different pattern of relation-

ships with the criterion variables. so we retained all four:
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variable 29, Implementation of board decisions: superintendent

reaction to accomplished change; variable 30, Superintendent
Xeaction to criticism; variable 31, Superintendent reaction

tc proposed change; and, variable 47, Superintendent-board

understanding.
Factor 8 contains the parent evaluations of relations

between administration and parent groups. We found a signi-
ficant correlation with understanding only. We retained
variable 32, Administrator-parent relations (P).

Factor 9 focuses on only one variable, that of general

teaching experience. It has no significant correlation with
any criterion variable. However, teaching experience in the
district does have a significant correlation with acquies-
cence. We omitted it from the factor analysis because it would
necessarily be correlated to general teaching experience (part-
whole relationship). We retained variable 6, No. of vears
superintendent taught in district. |
Factor 10 contains aspirations of the superintendent to
follow each of four possible paths. Surprisingly, all are
intercorrelated. Conceivably, aspirations in one direction
would have negated those in another direction. We found a
significant correlation only for one of these variables, and
only with acquiescence. We retained variable 16, Superinten-

dent's personal goal: administration outside education.
The remaining factors were not helpful in reducing the

number of variables retained. They consist of une, twn, or
three variables -- often in inexplicable relationships (e.q..
factor 12 has agreement with the power structure together with
inclusion of the maintenance staff in policy making).

We had only six variables left having significant corre-
lation with one or more criterion variables. We retained
these: variable 20, Superintendent's attitude toward religion
and public schools; variable 22, Agreement with power struc-
ture; variable 24, Superintendent's social contacts with power
structure; variable 28, Administrator-parent relations (8);
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variable 49, Superintendent's educational goal: prepare
children for citizenship; and, variable 55, Administrator-

teacher relations: staff morale (S).

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Factor 2: Are the superintendent's affiliations with

local groups the result of controversy?

Factor 6: Does communication with local power structure
and with other educational officials represent something more
than a tendency fcr some superintendents to get .round more
than others?

Factor 7: Do superintendents who are more open in their

reactions have a better chance to communicate effectively with

their school boards? (This question has been further researched

by Olson, who concludes that this is indeed the case. See:
Richard F. Olson, Factors Affecting Understanding Between
Superintendents and School Boards, Unpublished Doctoral Dis-
sertation, Stanford University, 1965,

Factor 14: Are superintendents who have liberal atti-

tudes toward the relationship of publiic schools and religion

apprehensive of the local power structure?
Factor 15: Why do superintendents looking forward to

getting into higher education have liberal attitudes toward

academic freedom?
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II. STUDENTS

A. Variables

1. Social clubs, invitational

(S-16): Is the membership in social clubs solely
by invitation?

{Code: O0O--no
1-~yes)

2. Social club goals vs. educational goals

(5-17) : To what extent do you feel that the goals
of the local student sociai clubs are inconsistent
with those of the educator?

3. Planning student programs

(s-20): As far as planning goes, to what extent are
your pupils involved in each of the following:

a. dramatic presentations by pupils?

b. debates and forums including pupils?
c. rallies and pep meetings?

d. outside speakers?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .905
Scalability, items = .750
Scalability, individuals = .596

4. Participation in student programs

(S-21): To what extent do your pupils participate
in each of these:

a. dramatic presentations?

b. musical presentations?

c. debates and forums?

d. exhibits and demonstrations?
€. rallies and pep meetings?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .924
Scalability, items = .747
Scalability, individuals = .617




1G.

11.

46

Student newspaper: curricular or extracurricular

-22): 1Is there a student newspaper published
in the district? 1Is it published as a class exercise
D

u
or extracurricular activity

e

N

(Code: 0--no newspaper
l--class exercise
2—--extracurricular)

Participation in local non-school events, no. of instances

(S-24): What local non-school events do district
pupils participate in as representatives of the schools?

Policy on non-participation, no. of local events pupils
barred from

(S-25): In what kinds of contests or other events
does the district not allow school representation by

its pupils?
Discipline, district policy on corporal punishment

(S-26): What is the district policy on corporal
punishment?

(Code: O--no policy
l--not permitted or used
2~--principal or other administrator involved

3--parents involved
4--other)

Discipline, student participation in

(S~-27): In what ways do pupils participate in
determining punishments?

(Code: O--none
l-~-student government involved

2--other)
Athletics, community reaction

(S-29): wWhen your athletic teams have a losing
season, to what extent can you expect criticism from

local citizens?

Social clubs

(s~15): Do you have any student clubs whose purposes
are primarily social?

(Code: 0--no
l-~-yes)

T s e e ——_r - T— 8 5 AR A AN A A St < n . o




12.

13.

14.

15.

l6.

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Student conduct in the classroom (see also 30)

(T-29) :

in the classroom for your district?

How much of a problem is pupil conduct

Student conduct outside the classroom (see also 31)

(T-30) :

How much of a problem is pupil conduct

outside the classroom for your district?

Student conduct, number of problems {(see also 32)

(T-31):

in or out of school,
attention recently?

Athletic events
number of

Athletic events
number of

Athletic events
Athletic events

Athletic events

Are there any specific conduct probiems,
that have come to your

scheduled during school hours,

scheduled weekdays after school,

scheduled weekday nights, number of
on Saturday {(day), number of

on Saturday nights, number of

National Merit Test semifinalists, percent of

Student percentile
elementary

Student percentile
elementary

Student percentile
test, elementary

Student percentile
test, secondary

Student percentile
secondary

Student percentile
secondaxy

rank on national spelling test,

rank

rank

rank

rank

rank

on

on

on

on

on

national

national

national

national

national

reading test,

arithmetic

mathematics

science test,

language test,

47

(2F-56)

(2F-56)
(2F-56)
(2F-56)
(2F-56)

(2F-22)

(2F-23)

(2F-23)

(2F-23)

(2F-23)

(2F-23)

(2F-23)
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(*) /

27. Eighth graders entering ninth grade, percent of (2Fr-24) i
28. Seniors going to college, percent of (2F-25,19)
29. National Merit Test participants, percent of (2F-21)

30. Student conduct in the classroom
(P-15): See 12

The correlation between T and P assessments (variables
12 and 30) is .1l6.

31. Student conduct outside the classroom

(P-16): See 13

The correlation between T and P assessments (variables
13 and 31) 1is .21.

32. Student conduct, number of problems
(P-17): See 14

The correlation between T and P assessments (variables
14 and 32) is .26.

33. Dropouts, lack of high school

(2F-19, 17): The number of.1961 public high school
graduates divided by one-fourth of the total high
school enrollment for 1961.

34. students in honor society, percent of (2Fr-20)
35. pupil-teacher ratio, K-6 (2F-17, 7)
36. Puypil-teacher ratio, 7-8 (2F-17, 7)
37. Puypil-teacher ratio, 9-12 (27-17, 7)

* Because of insufficient N's the following variables were
eliminated: student percentile rank for state spelling, reading,

and arithmetic tests on the elementary grade level; state mathe-
matics, language arts, and science tests on the secondary level, ,
and pupil—-teacher ratio, grades 13-14. , {
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D. Variables retained
Factor 1 contains all the variables relating to student

performance on national standardized tests. We found signi-
ficant correlations only in relation to quiescence. However,
we retained two variables with different patterns of relation-

ship to the other criteria: variable 21, Elementary student

rank on naiional spelling test, and, variable 25, Secondary

student rank on national science test.
. Factor 2 has only two variables, and they are opposites.

Both have significant correlations with acquiescence, but in

opposing directions. Their relationship patterns differ with
the other criteria, and we kept them both: variable 1,

invitational social clubs for students, and, variable 34,

Percent of students in honor society. %
Factor 3 is the teacher's assessment of student conduct,

in and out of the classroom. Only one variable is signifi-
cantly related to a criterion -- understanding -- and we kept

it: <variable 12, Student misconduct in the classroom (T).

Factor 4 has two aspects of pupil participation contrasted
with athletic events scheduled during school hours. We kept
the one variable that is significantly related to quiescence;
variable 4, Participation in student programs.

Factor 5 has student participation in local nonschool

events with the number of semifinalists in the National Merxrit

AT d gos, o

Test. The percent of participation is contrasted with these
two variables. None has a significant correlation with a
criterion variable.

Factor 6 is the parent's assessment of student conduct.

All aspects are significantly related to the criterion of

understanding. We retained variable 30, Student misconduct in

the classroom (P).
Factors 7 and 8 have inexplicable pairs of variables,

none of which have significant relationships to a criterion

variable.
Factor 9 focuses on the correlation between criticism of
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athletic performance and scheduling athletic events for week
nights. A significant relationship to quiescence led us to
retain variable 17, No. of athletic events scheduled weekday
nights.

Factor 10 contains two related variables that have signifi-
cant, but different, criterion relationships. We kept both

variabie 33, Lack of high school dropouts and variable 37,

Pupil-teacher ratio, 9-12.
Factor 11 indicates that if administrators and parents

are brought into policy on corporal punishment, so are students.
Only student participation has a significant relationship with
a criterion variable -- quiescence. We kept variable 9,

Student participation in discipline.

Factor 12 shows pupil-teacher ratio in grades 7-8 to be
positively related to the percent of eighth graders entering
high school. Only the percent of eighth graders going on is , -
significantly related to a criterion -~ guiescence. We kept |
it:s wvariable 27, Percent of eighth graders entering ninth

rade.
.
Pactor 13 merely shows that schools with social clubs
generally have superintendents who feel that the goals of such .

clubs are inconsistent with educational goals. Neither vari-
able has a significant critexrion relationship.
Factor 14 contains variables relative to scheduling ath-
letic events on weekends or after school. Only one has a
significant criterion relationship. We retained it: wvariable =

16, No. of athletic events scheduled weekdays after school.

E. OQuestions suggested by factor analysis results 3 5
Factor 4: When athletic events are scheduled during ;',

school hours, why does student participation in and planning

of student programs decrease -- even though some of the par-
ticipatioﬁ is related to athletic activity?

Factor 9: 1Is there a casual relationship between
scheduling athletic events on weekday nights and greater

criticism of the losing teams?

b
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ITTI. PROGRAM

A. Variables

i. Purpose of retarded student program: social training

(2F-30) : Purposes of retarded child program in the
district: .

a. social training

b. vocational training

c. training in personal care

d. other

(Code: O--not a stated purpose
l--a stated purpose)

2. Purpose of retarded student program: vocational training
(2F-30): See 1

3. Purpose of retarded student program: training in
personal care

(2F-30): See 1

4. Purpose of retarded student program: other
(2F-30): See 1

5. Retarded children, identification of (2F-31)
(Code: O0--no specified procedure

l--by test elsewhere
2--by test at school)

6. Purpose of gifted student program: acceleration

(2F-33) : Purposes of gifted child program in district:

a. acceleration
L. enrichment
c. other

(Code: O0--not a stated purpose
l--a stated purpose

7. Purpose of gifted student program: enrichment

(2F-33): See 6 : ?
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8. Purpose of gifted student rrogram: other
(2F-33): See 6
3 9. Gifted child, identification of (2Fr-34)
(Code: O--no specified procedure

e 1--by test elsewhere
2-~by tests at school

10. Adult education, enrollment

:‘ (2F-35): Total enrollment in adult education classes,
1961-62 school year

P 11. Adult education program, percent devoted to high

school credit (2F-36)

12. Adult education program, percent devoted to
citizenship training (2F-36)

13. Adult education support, percent from tuition (2F--37)
14. Adult education support, percent from lccal taxes (2F-37)
15. Summer school program, enrollment in 1961 (27-38)
16. Purpose of summer school program: remedial

(2F-39) : Purposes of summer school program:

a. remedial
b. acceleration

'3 c. enrichment

' d. leisure time activities
e. other

N (Code: O-~-not a stated purpose
3 l--a stated purpose)

¢ 17. Purpose of summer school program: acceleration
(2F-39): See 16

18. Purpose of summer school program: enrichment

. 4
K

(2F-39): See 16

19. Purpose of summer school program: leisure time
activities

(2F-39): See 16




20. Purpose of summer school program: other
(2F-39): See 16

21. @Gifted student program, percent of pupils in (2F-32)

22. Audio-visual facilities -

(2F-42): Audio-visual facilities in district:

slide projector(s) (95% ves)
opagque projector(s) (93% vyes)
classroom(s) equipped for audiovisual (AV) (77% ves)
* special AV room(s) and/or television
receiver(s) (86% ves)
television broadcasting facility (19% yes)
sound film projector(s) (95% yes)
AV library of instructional films (74% vyes)
closed circuit television (11% yes)
radio broadcasting facility (15% yes)
(Code: O--no
l-~yes)

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .958

Scalability, items = .879

Scalability, individuals = .771

23. Teaching method changes, no. of

(S-30): In recent years has the district made any
substantial changes in teaching methods? What
changes have been made and when?

24. Controversies over teaching methods, no. of

(s-31): With respect to what teaching methods has
there been some citizen controversy in your district
in recent years?

25. Teachers of gifted students, special provisions (s-33)

(Code: 1l--financial, training, or lighter load
0~-none or anything else)

26. Teachers of retarded students, special provisions (s-34)

(Code: see 25)

* PFunctional equivalents: a composite item was formed.
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27.
28.

29.

30.

Current NDEA experimental programs, no. of
Current non-NDEA experimental programs, no. of
Other innovations, no. of

(2F-28) : Not primarily experimental programs.

Pupils in retarded program, percent of

59

(2F-27)

(2F-27)

{2r-29)
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable h2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 77 82
2 64 51 44
3 75 80
4 70 41
5 51 ~45
6 56 68
8 73 80
10 80 73
11 69 73
12 69 67
13 82 51
14 66 61
15 86 78 ~40
16 74 79
17 63 59
18 68 40 62
19 50 83
20 83 ~73
21 84 60 -54
22 68 71
23 71 65
24 76 81
25 68 63
26 75 82
27 65 79
28 76 64
29 71 68
30 72 79

Vvariables

7 and 9 were omitced for lack of variance.
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D. Variables retained

The factor analysis allowed us to drop one variable.
Factor 1 consists of various programs and adult education's
support by local taxes. We retained only variable 29, No.

of other innovations, from this group. (Only adult education

enrollment among the other variables has a significant cri-
terion correlation.)
We also retained: variable 3, Purpose of retarded student

program: training in personal care:; variable 6, Purpose of

gifted student program: acceleration; variable 12, Adult edu-

cation program: percent devoted to citizenship training; vari-

able 18, Purpose of summer school program: enrichment: variable

22, Audio-visual facilities; and, variable 27, No. of current

NDEA experimental programs. Variable 9 was dropped for lack

of variance. Its tabled criterion correlations are unreliable.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results

Factor 1l: Does, in fact, the availability of local tax
money determine the breadth of program as indicated by the

variables with loadings on this factor?
Factor 3: For what reason do the same districts seem to

emphasize different functions in their special programs --
i.e., vocational training for retarded children. acceleration
for gifted children, and acceleration and enrichment for summer
session work?

Factor 4: Why do districts that test for retardation among
their pupils tend not to make special provisions for teachers
of retarded pupils?

Factor 5: Why do districts with more NDEA programs tend

to have fewer of their pupils in gifted programs?
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IV. SERVICES

A. Variables

l. Guidance program: scope

(2F-48) :

a. individual cumulative records

b. occupational information library
c. interest (aptitude) inventories
d. personality testing

e. research program (s)

f. college catalogue library

g. intelligence testing

h. achievement testing

(Code: O--no

l--yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .976
Scalability, items = .860
Scalability, individuals = .844

2. Counseling activities: scope

(2¥y-48) :

a. follow-up for graduates

b. follow-up for non-graduates

c. orientaticon (life adjustment) classes
d. home visits by counselors

e. homeroom counseling

f. group counseling

g. individual counseling

h. in-service counselor training

(Code: 0O-~-no

l--yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .894
Scalability, items = ,681
Scalability, individuals = .584

(97% s

(86%
(83%
(53%
(37%
(87%
(96%
(96%

(54%
(34%
(41%
(54%
(73%
(79%
(92%
(53%

yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
ves)
yes)
yes)
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Transportation services: scope

(2F-47) :

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

ctudent field trips in district

student field trips outside district

students participating in athletic events
student spectators at athletic events
students participating in non-athletic events
student spectators at non-athletic events
others without charge

others with charge

(Code: O0O--no

l--yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .952
Scalability, items = .789
Scalability, individuals = .851

4.

5.

Health services: organization
(27--49) .
*a. full time and/or part time nurse for each
school
b. health instruction in curriculum
c. health advisory counsel
d. district safety coordinator
e. cumulative health records
f. dental instruction in curriculum
(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .938
Scalability, items = ,735
Scalability, individuals = .798
Health services: range of
(2F-49) :
a. vision tests conducted
b. regular physical exams
c. immunization program
d. tuberculin testing
e. hearing tests conducted
f. regular dental exams
g. x=-ray examinations
(Code: O0--no
l-~yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .925
Scalability, items = .719
Scalability, individuals = .687

*

Functional equivalents:

(85%
(77%
(87%
(46%
(74%
(32%
(16%

(11%

(76%

(96%
(36%
(40%
(91%
(63%

(93%
(58%
(84%
(71%
(94%
(48%
(39%

a composite item was formed.

yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)

yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)

yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)
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10.

11.

12.

67
School welfare activities, number of

(s-18): In what ways does the school district find
itself engaged in welfare activities for its pupils?

School relations with welfare agencies: coordination

(S-19): How would you cuiiaracterize the relationship
between the school district and local welfare agencies?

School relations with welfare agencies: number of
joint programs

(2F-40d) : What programs or activities are undertaken
by the district in cooperation with weifare
organizations?

Counselor-pupil ratio

(2F-13, 17): Number of full time guidance personnel
per 1000 pupils

Transportation: number of accidents (s-28)
Expenditure for window breakage

(2F-41, 17): BExpenditure for 1960-61 window
breakage per student

Other spec¢ial services, number of (2F-50)
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable  h% 1 2 3 4 5
1 77 86
2 74 40 75
3 70 83
4 69 80
5 62 57 42
6 34 46
7 81
8 58 ~42
9 62 49
1C 67 79
11 52 64
12 61 65

D. Variables retained
Factor 1 contains both aspects of health services --

organization and services performed, counseling activities,
other services, and window breakage. Only health service
organization and counseling activities are significantly
related to a criterion variable. Because counseling activi-
ties has loadings on two factors, we took the other variable
with its high, single lcading as more representative: variable
4, Health services: organization.

Factor 3 has the three guidance variables, all of which

‘are significantly related to the criterion of quiescence --
two negatively and one positively. We kept variable 1, Scope

of guidance program, and variable 9, Counselor-pupnil ratio.

Three other variables were retained: variable 3, Scope

of transportation services; variable 7, School relations with

welfare organizations: coordination:; and, wvariable 10, Trans-
portation: no. of accidents. They do not appear on any factor

with another variable significantly related to a criterion

variable.




E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Services for the most part seem to be interrelated be-

cause of some variable from another area. The relationship
between window breakage and counseling services suggests this,

for instance (Factor 1).
There appear to be conditions that demand alleviation, and

various combinations of services reflect these conditions.
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V. STAFF: TEACHERS

A. Variables

1. Teaching method changes, no. of

(See I11:23)

2. Controversies over teaching methods, number of

(See I11:24)
3. Parent-teacher conferences, no. of

(S-32) : Are parent-teacher conferences scheduled
with all parents in this district? How many times
per year?

4. Parent-teacher conferences: preparation given

teachers (s-32a)

(Code: O--none
l--other
2--training sessions)

5. Parent-teacher conferences: Preparation given
parents

(S-32b) : What information about conference
procedures is provided parents?

{Code: 0--none
i--other preparation
2--pamphlet distributed)

6. Staff loyalty to administration

(5-41) : To what extent would you expect members of
the staff -- as a whole -- to volunteer suppoxt if

the administration were criticized?
7. Staff support, number of instances (S-42)

8. Teacher-administrator relations: morale (S)

(See 1:55)
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9. Staff running for political office

(s-44): In recent years, have any members of the

school staff ach:eved -- or tried to achieve --

elected public orfice?

(Code: 0O--no

l--yes)

10. Teacher *turnover, number of means used to minimize (s-46)
11. Teacher-administrator relations (BP)

(See 1:37)
12. Teacher satisfaction

(T-1): To what extent do you feel teachers in this

district are generally satisfied with each of the

following:

a. general working conditions?

b. salaries?

c. Jjob security?

e. status in the community?
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .920

Scalability, items = ,734
Scalability, individuals = .645

13. Teacher satisfaction: academic freedom (T-14)
14. Teacher participation in policy making, number of

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .920
Scalability, items = ,760
Scalability, individuals = .563

instances

(T-17): Are district teachers presently represented
on any of the following:

a. on an advisory ccmmittee of the board of

education? (25% yes)
b. on an administrative council? (26% yes)
c. at board meetings? (49% ves)
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15. Overall teacher participation (individual) in schocl
elections

. (T-33): Tax, bond issue, board member, and budget
elections.

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,925
Scalability, items = .800
3 Scalability, individuals = .714

16. Teacher membership in professional organizatiocn,
percent of (T~18a)

A
ol

17. Professional organization: economic benefits of

(T-18b) : What economic benefits do members receive:

-3 a. salary matters? (49% yes)
J b. pension matters? ( 6% yes)
¢. life insurance? ( 8% yes)

« 3 d. health insurance? : (23% yes)
e e. car or home insurance? (13% yes)
f. fringe benefits (e.g., vacations) (33% yes)

(Code: O0O--no

' 1--yes)
; Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .931
s - Scalability, items = .690
3 Scalability, individuals = .652

18. Teaching methods: audio-visual aids
(See I1I:22)

: 19. Professional organization: (financial) negotiation
N by (T-18c)

(Code: 0--no
l-~yes)

20. Professional organization: (dismissal or tenure)
negotiation by (T-18c)

(Code: O0--no
l--yes)

21. Professional organization: (profession, policies,
training) negotiation by (T-18c¢)

(Code: O0--no
l--yes)
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22. Professional organization: difficulties with
administration (T-184)
(Code: O0O--none
l--if any)
23. Teacher membership in local union, percent of (T-1%a)
24. Locail union: difficulties with administration (T-194d)
(Code: O-~-none
l1--if any)
25. Teacher participation (as a group) in district
election campaign, total
(T-32b): Which of these forms has teacher
participation taken:
a. contributing funds? (51% yes)
b. soliciting votes? (70% yes)
c. endorsing candidates? (44% ves)
d. endorsing financial issues? (81% yes)
e. public discussions? (67% yes)
f. campaign planning? (56% yes)
g. preparation of campaign materials? (49% yes)
(Code: 0--no
l-~yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .890
Scalability, items = ,713
Scalability, individuals = .535
26. Teacher participation (individual): district
election campaigns (T-33)
(Code: 0O--no
l--yes)
27. Teacher participation (individual): board member
elections (T7-33a)
(Code: O0--no
l--yes)
28. Teacher participation (individual): board recall
elections {T-33a)

(Code: O0--no
l--yes)




29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

Teacher participation (individual)
elections

(Code: O-~-~no
l-~yes)

Teacher participation (individual):

(Code: O0--no
l-~yes)

Teacher participation {(individual):

(Code: O~-no
l--yes)

Teacher participation (individual)
campaigns: contributing funds

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

Teacher participation (individual)
campaigns: soliciting funds

{(Code: O0~-no
l--yes)

Teacher participation (individual)
campaigns: endorsing candidates

(Code: O--no
l--yes)

Teacher participation (individual)
campaigns: endorsing issues

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

Teacher participation (individual)
campaigns: public discussions

(Code: O0--no
l~~yes)

Teacher participation (individual)
campaign planning

(Code: 0C-~-no
l--yes)

bond issue

budget elections

in

in

in

in

in

tax elections

election

election

election

election

election

elections:

(T-333)

(T-33a)

(T~-33a)

(T-33Db)

(T~33D)

(T~33Db)

(T~33Db)

(T-33Db)

(T-33Db)

s N AL
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38.

39.

Teacher participation (individual) in election
campaigns: prepare materials

(Code: O0--no
1--yes)

Teacher participation (individual) in district
election campaigns, amount of

(T): See variables 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38.

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,925
Scalability, items = .834
Scalability, individuals = .634

40.
41.
42.

43.

45.

46.

47.

Teachers leaving district annually, percent of
Teachers living in district, percent of

Leadership positions in community, number of

Community affairs, number of group contributions

by teachers

Staff group support of administration, no. of
(See 1:39)

Teacher-administrator relations: morale (T)
(See 1:42)

Teacher-administrator relations (general) (T)
(See I:44)

Teacher participation (as a group) in district
election campaigns

(Caode: 0--no
l-~-yes)

Note: Because of the small N, (36), the following

76

(T-33Db)

(2F""9' 7)
(2F-11)
(T-21)

(T-22)

(T-32)

types of elections were eliminated as separate variables,

but are listed here with their marginals:

a. board member (42% yes)
b. board recall ( 6% yes)
c. bond issue (69% yes)
d. tax (64% yes)
e. Dbudget (11% yes)




48.

49,

50.

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

56.

Pupil-teacher ratio, K-6

(See 1I:35)

Pupil-teacher ratio, 7-8

(See 1I:36)

Pupil-teacher ratio, 9-12

(See 1I1:37)

Teachers, K-6, with any degree, percent of
Teachers, 7-8, with any degree, percent of
Teachers, 9-12, with any degree, percent of
Teachers, 7-8, with master's degree, percent of
Teachers, 9-12, with master's degree, percent of

Teachers, 13-14, with master's degree, percent of

77

(2F-8)
(2F-8)
(2F-8)
(2F-8)
(2F-8)

(2F-8)
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a2
D. Variables retained 3
The factor analysis &id not enable us to drop many vari- I

ables from this division. In fact, we dropped only one follow-
ing the factor analysis.
Factor 1 has a number of participation variables, but only
three have significant correlations with a critericn variakle,
Two of these have different relationships and were kept: E
variable 9, Staff running for political office, and, variable ‘
15, Overall individual teacher participation in school elec-
tions.
Variables 2% and 37 were omitted as redundant to variable
26, to which they are artifactually correlated. 3.
The other variables retained were: variable 4, Parent- ‘
teacher conferences: preparation given teachers; variable 12,
Teacher satisfaction; variable 20, Negotiation by professional

organization (dismissal or tenure); variable 21, Negotiation
by professional organization (profession, policies, training);:

variable 23, Percent of teachers in local union; variable 26,
Individual teacher participation in district elections; variable
30, Individual teacher participation in tax elections; variable
31, Individual tgécher participation in budget elections; vari=-
able 36, Individual teacher campaign participation: public
discussions; variable 41, Percent of teachers living in dis-
trict; variable 42, No. of community leadership pogitions held
by teachers; variable 43, No. of group contributions by
teachers to community; variable 47, Group teacher participation

tion campaigns; variable 51, Percent of grades K-6
teachers with any degree; and, variable 52, Percent of grades
7=8 teachers with any degregc.

E, Questions suggested by factor analysig results

Factor 4; Is negotiation by the profeassional organizaEion ali
on dismissal and tenure matters helpful to teacher-administra-
tion relations? Why does preparation for teachers on parent-
teacher conferences relate negatively with teacher-administra-

tion relations?
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Factor 6: Why does administration difficulties with local
teacher unions relate negatively to staff loyalty —-— as seen

by the superintendent? .
Factor 8: Why do districts with more parernt—-icainer

conferences have less preparation for the parents attending

— .

those conferences?

F. Bibliography

Barr, A. S. "The Measurement and Prediction of Teaching
Efficiency: A Summary of Investigatiocons,” Journal of
Experimental Education. Vol. 16 (June, 1948).

Bush, R. N. "Principles of Successful Teacher-Pupil Relation-
ships, " Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. 38 (March, 1958j.

34 oLy

Creating A Good Environment For Learning. Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA, 11th Year-

book, Washington, D. C., 1954.

Encyclopedia of Educational Research. (ed. Chester W. Harris)
New York: Macmillan, 1960.

Gipe, M. W. Parent-Teacher Conferences. Unpublished Doctoral
Disseration, Stanford University, 1955.

Grant, Robert T. The Effectiveness of Structured Parent-
Teacher Conferences on Parental Attitudes Toward Schools.
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford University,

1962.

Homfeld, M. J. A Parent-Tegcher Conference Program in the
Menlo Park Schools, Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation,

Stanford University, 1953.

Howsam, R. B. Who's A Good Teacher? Burlingame, California:
California Teachers Association, 1960.

Kirkpatrick, Robert N. The Relationship of Job Satisfaction
to Perceived Staff Promotional Policies. TUnpublished
Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford University, 1962.

Learning and the Teacher. Association for Supsrvisiocn and
Curriculum Development, National Education Association,
16th Yearbook, Washington, D. C., 1959.




84

McCall, W. A. Measure of Teacher Merit. Raleigh, North
Carolina: State Department of Public Instruction,
Publication No. 284, 1952.

Modern Methods in Elementary Education. (ed. Merle Ohlsen)

New York: Henry Holt, 1959.

Trump, J. Lloyd and Baynham, Dorsey. Guide to Better Schools.
Chicago: Rand McNally, 196l.

PR [ - L R et




85

VI. STAFF: OTHERS

A. Variables

1. Orientation of maintenance staff to policy

(See I:26)

2. In-service training for maintenance staff (s-38)
(Code: 0--none
l--continuing and regular
2--staff is sent to "schools™
3--other)
3. Maintenance staff: inclusion in decision making
{(See 1:27)
4. Maintenance work: superintendent's satisfaction with (s-40)
i‘ 5. staff loyalty to administration
(See V:6)
6. Staff support: no. of instances
(See V:7)
7. Staff running for political office
(sze V:9)

8. Non~-teacher staff organization (T-20)

(Code: 0--no
l1--yes)

9. Non-teacher organization: (financial) negotiation by (T-20a)

ERe

(Code: 0--no
:!‘ l--yes)

o

. Non-teacher organization: (working conditions)
negotiation by (T-20a)

*-l

(Code: O--no
l--yes)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

86

Non-teacher organization: difficulties with
administration (T-20Db)

(Code: O--none
l1--if any)

Organization: authority to whom custodians directly
responsible

(See I:45)
Central office staff-pupil ratio

(2F-14, 17): nunber of central office staff members
per 1000 pupils.

Central office staff members, number of (2F-14)
Central office staff certificated of credentialed.

percent of (2F-15)
Central office staff with any degree, percent of (2r-16)

Central office staff with master's degree,
percent of (2F-15)
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable h2 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 57 73
2 60 51
3 55 69
4 57 65
5 51 67
6 38 54
7 66 50 59
9 63 74
10 69 ~66
11 69 78
12 64 57
13 42
14 57 51
15 53 66
16 82 90
17 84 91

Variable 8 was omitted from the factor analysis because
of artifactual correlation with variables 9-11.

D. Variables retained
Only three of the variables have a significant correla-

tion with a criterion variable. No factor includes more than

one of them. We retained: wvariable 2, In-service training for

maintenance staff; variable 8, Non-teacher staff organization;

and, variable 16, Percent of central office staff with a

college degree.

E. Questions suggested by the factor analysis results
Factor 1l: 1Is there a causal relationship that accounts

for the positive correlation between financial negotiation by

a staff organization and difficulties with the administration?
Factor 3: Why is orientation of maintenance staff to

school policy related to the superintendent's satisfaction with

the maintenance work while in-service training is not?
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Factor 5: What accounts for the negative relationship

between percent of certificated central office personnel and

" negotiations on working conditions by a staff organization?

F. Bibliography
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VII. DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS

A. Variables

l. Administrative units in district, number of
(S-69) : Do any other school districts overlap yours?
2. Consolidation, controversies over (s-70)

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

3. Unification, controversies over (s-71)

(Code: 0--no

l--yes)
4. Grades served, number of in 1940 (1F-4)
5. Grades served, number of in 1950 (1F-4)
6. Grades served, number of in 1960 (1r-4)

7. Consolidation, years since last move

(1F-5): Years from 1962 since last consolidation
8. Unification, years since last move

(1F-6): Years from 1962 since last unification
9. District dependence on federal aid

(1F-11, 12, 13): Ratio of amount received under -
P. L. 874 to all federal aid. /

10. Pupil enrollment, ratio 1950/40 (1r-1)
11. Pupil enrollment, ratio 1960/50 (1p-1)
12. Pupil enrollment, 1960 (1r-1)
z 13. District population, ratio 1950/40 (1F-2)
gé 1l4. District population, ratio 1960/50 (1Fr-2)

15. District population, 1960 (1F-2)
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16. District area (square miles), ratio 1950/40 (1F-3)
= 17. District area (square miles), ratio 1960/50 (1r-3)
] 18. District area in square miles, 1960 (1Fr-3)

. . - . N . . e . . Iy . +
c.an Lo ey
N % e
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C. Factor analvysis

Variable  h° 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 57 47

2 90 91

3 74 75

4 92 94

5 95 96

6 94 96

7 67 -59

8 08 88

9 64 48 57
10 38 53
11 86 91
12 97 2
13 82 65 57
14 o1 92
15 97 97
16 78 87
17 40 60
18 71 74

D. Variables retained
Only five of the variables have a significant relation-

ship with one or more criterion variables. ©Of these, one
could be dropped after examination of the factor analysis
results. Factcr 2 has both the change in district population

from 1940 to 1950 and from 1950 to 1960.
We retained: variable 9, District dependence on federal

aid; variable 10, Ratio of 1950 to 1940 pupil enrollment; vari-

able 11, Ratio of 1960 to 1950 pupil enrollment; and, variable
14, Ratio of 1960 to 1950 district population.

We also retained variable 12, 1960 pupil enrollment for
later analysis. It was kept in order to see the locus (e.g.,

in small or large districts) of important relationships.

E. Questions suggested by factor analvsis results
Factor 5: Why do districts that have trouble with

IR RS - - st e ]




unification also have difficulty with consolidation moves?

Does one move fail so they try the other?

F. Bibliographvy
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VIII. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES:

A. Variables

l. Teacher salary: ratio
grades 1-6

2. Teacher salary: ratio
gracdes 7-8

3. Teacher salary: ratio
gracles 9-12

4. Teacher salary: ratio
grades 13-14

5. Mean salary: ratio of
grades 1-6

6. Mean salary: ratio of
gracdes 7-8

7. Mean salary: ratio of
grades 9-12

8. Median teacher salary,
9. Median teacher salary,
10. Median teacher salary,
11. Median teacher salary,
12. Teacher salary levels:

(2F-61) :

of highest to lowest,

of highest to lowest,

of highest to lowest,

of highest to lowest,

ilocal to state,

local to state,

local to state,

grades 1-6
grades 7-8
grades 9-12
grades 13-14

no. of criteria used

a. teaching experience in district
b. teaching experience outside district

c. academic degree

d. units of work beyond degree

e. military service
f. extra duties

g. non-teaching work experience

h. merit ratings
i. other

(Code: O0--no
l--yes)

* See Section F for state data source.

STAFF
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(2P-57, 58)

(2F-57, 58)

(2r-57, 58)

(2Fr-59) *

(2P-59) *

(2F-59) *
(2F-60)
(2F-60)
(2F-60)

(2F-60)

(94% yes)
(92% yes)
(95% yes)
(62% yes)
(59% yes)
(59% yes)
(18% yes)
(11% yes)
( 6% yes)
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Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .931
Scalability, items = ,645
Scalability, individuals = .806

13.

14.

15.

Organization: authority to whom teachers directly

responsible (2F-62)

(Code: O--other
l1--to principal or vice principal)

Organization: authority to whom custodian directly
responsible

(See VI:12)
‘Peacher supervision: no. of evaluations per year

(2F-64)}: a. of first year teachers

b. of second year teachers

c. of third year teachers

d. of teachers, 4-6 years of service

e. of teachers beyond 6th year of service

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .998
Scalability, items = .986
Scalability, individuals = .971

16.

17.

18.

Teacher hiring: no. of persons involved

(S-35): What persons are officially involved in the
selection of a new teacher?

Peacher dismissal: immediate firing (See also 22)

(T-27): Suppose that a poor teacher would not
resign. Which of these alternatives would be the
most: likely acticn of the administration? Are any
of ‘the other alternatives likely to be used in this
district?

a. immediate firing
b. build a case for not renewing contract

C. <suspension
d. assign unpleasant duties
»2. retain, and attempt to improve performance

(Code: O0--not a choice
l--other choices
2--first choice)

Teacher dismissal: build case for not renewing
contract (See also 23)

(P-27): See 17.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

24 .

25.

26.

Teacher dismissal: suspension (See also 24)
(T-27): See 17.

Teacher dismissal: assign unpleasant duties (See
also 25)

(T-27): See 17.

Teacher dismissal: retain and improve performance
(See alsoc 26)

(T7~27): See 17.
Teacher dismissal: immediate firing
(Ss-45): See 17.

The correlation between T and S assessments (variables
17 and 22) is .17.

Teacher dismissal: build case for not renewing
contract

(s-45): See 18.

The correlation between T and S assessments (variables
18 and 23) is .19.

Teacher dismissal: suspension
(8-45): See 19.

The correlation between T and S assessments (variables
19 and 24) is .05.

Teacher dismissal: assign unpleasant duties
(s-45): see 20.

The correlation between T and S assessments (variables
20 and 25) is .08.

Teacher dismissal: retain and improve performance
(8-45): See 21.

The correlation between T and S assessments (variables
21 and 26) is .1l2.




27. BEvaluation: shown to teacher (T-3)

(Code: OC--no
l--yes)

28. Evaluation: discussion with teacher (T--4)

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

29. Promotion policy

(T-6, 7' 8) H
6. Do teachers participate in any way in the

selection of new principals? ( 6% yes)
7. Are teachers informed of district openings
in administrative positions? (54% yes)
8. 1Is there a pre-service training program
for teachers who may become administrators
in the district? (22% ves)
(Code: 0-~no
l-~yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,964
Scalability, items . s .855

Scalability, individuals 822
30. Teacher hiring procedure: personal interview (T-9)

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

31l. Teacher hiring procedure: written exam (T-10)

(Code: O-=-no
l--yes)

32. Basis for determination of teachers' salaries

- -t
P’ Sl hadt
Py

. (P~11): Are individual teacher salaries based
. on negotiation or on a schedule?

(Code: O--negotiation
l--schedule

N 2~~-both

k| 3-~-neither)

33. Teacher dismissal: tenure policy

(T7-12): Toc what extent do you feel that this
district attempts to keep its salaries down by
dismissing teachers before they get tenure?
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34. Teacher workshops and study groups cn school problems (T-16)
(Code: O--ncne
l--scheduled intermittentiv
2--regularly scheduled)

35. Promotion policy: percent of principals from within
district (2r-12, 1)

36. Classroom use of community resource persons

(2F-46) :

a. fire department personnel (85% yes)
b. local government persocnnel (81% yes)
c. farm leaders (38% yes)
d. physicians (71% yes)
e. dentists (64% vyes)
£f. police personnel (81% yes)
g. business leaders (82% yes)
h. social workers (66% yes)
(Code: O--no
l--yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .919
Scalability, items = .687
Scalakility, individuals = .533

37. Teacher behavior: policy concerning off-the-job

{P-2): To what extent does district policy suggest 3
off-the~job behavior for each of the following: 3

not smoking in public?

not drinking in local establishments?

regular attendance at PTA meetings?

buying from local merchants?

regular attendance at a local church or synagogue?
not dating other teachers in the same school?
participation in local community activities?

QHOLOQDTN

.923
.754
.692

Scale criteria: Reproducibility
Scalability, items
Scalability, individuals

28. Teacher dismissal: provision for formal hearing (T-28)

(Code: 0O--no »rovision
l--hearing, no appeal
2--hearing and appeal)
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Kirkpatrick, Robert N. The Relationship of Job Satisfaction
to Perceived Staff Promotional Policies. Unpublished
Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford University, 1962.
Olson, E. G.

School and Community. Pittsburghs:
Press, 1957.

Boxwood

Personnel Services In Education.

58th Yearbook, II, National
Society for the Study of Education, Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1959.

Data Source

National Education Association Research Division.
of School Statistics,

Estimates
1962-63, Research Report 1962-R13,
Washington, D. C., 1962.




106

IX. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES: STUDENTS

A. Variables

1. Discipline: district policy on corperal punishment
(See 11:8)
2. Discipline: student participation in

(See II:9)

3. Reporting pupil progress: letter grades (2r-51)
(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
4. Reporting pupil progress: number grades (2Fr-51)
(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
5. Reporting pupil progress: written report (2Fr-51)
(Code: 0--no
l--yesj
6. Reporting pupil progress: oral report (2F-51)

(Code: 0--no

1--yes)
7. Reporting pupil progress: other (2F-51)
(Code: O--no
l--yes)
8. Basis for pupil evaluation: norm for grade level (2F-52)

(Code: O0--no
l--yes)

9. Basis for pupil evaluation: classmates' progress (2Fr-52)

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

Rasis for pupil evaluation: own capacity (2F-52)

f=t
Q

(Code: 0--no
l1--yes)
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D. Variables retained
Only one variable was dropped following the factor analy-

sis. Factor 9 has the ratios of high to low salaries for
teachers in both grades 1-6 and 7-8. Both have similar cri-
terion variable relationships, so we kept variable 2, Teacher

salary: ratio of highest to lowest, grades 7-8.
The other variables retained were: variable 12, Teacher

salary levels: criteria used; variable 16, Teacher hiring: ho.

of persons involved; variable 18, Teacher dismissal: build

case for not renewing contract (T); variable 22, Teacher dis-

missal: immediate firing (S): variable 27, Evaluation shown

to teacher: variable 28, Discussion of evaluaation with teacher;

o e L 1

variable 31, Teacher hiring: written exam; variable 33,
Teacher dismissg%; tenure policy; variable 35, Percent of
principals promoted from within district; and, variable 36,

Classroom use of community resource persons.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Factor 5: 1Is the assignment of unpleasant duties used as

a substitute for building a dismissal case against unsatisfac-

tory teachers?
Factor 7: Why do districts that involve more persons in

hiring teachers make less frequent evaluations of them after

they are hired?
Factor 9: Does a wider range between top and bottom

salaries necessitate a broader range of salary criteria?

F. Bibliographvy

Bottrell, H. R. Teaching Tools. Pittsburgh: Boxwood ?ress,
1957.

Castetter, William B. Administering The School Personnel
Program. New York: Macmillan, 1962. '

Clapp, Elsie R. The Use of Resources in Education. New York:

Harper, 1952.




12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

Basis for pupil evaluation: other

(Code: 0O--no
1--yes)

Progress reports, no. of K-6 per year
Progress reports, no. of 7-8 per year
Progress reports, no. of 9-12 per year

Promotion policy

(2F-54) : Procedures used in decision to retain
child in grade.

(Code: 1--decision by school only
2--decision by school only, parent is
contacted
3--decision by school, parent must agree
4--decision by parent only)

Pupils promoted, average

(2F-55): Mean of the average percent promoted
in the grades listed below:

Grade Mean % Promoted N
1 92.3 87
2 94.8 87
3 95.0 87
4 95.5 88
5 95.9 88
6 96.1 &8
7 294.8 84
8 95.1 83

107

(2F-52)

(2FP-53)
(2F-53)

(2Fr-53)
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C. Factor analysis

variable _ h? 12 Ji# 4 s 6 7
1 84 5 90
2 61 ~60
3 67 - 76
4 60 50 - 53
5 71 ~ 80
6 53 )

7 55 66

8 56 : 67

9 60 71
10 65 75
11 68 76

12 88 91

13 92 94

14 77 82

15 77 72

16 66 -43 63

I. Variables retained

Only one variable has & significant relationship with any

criterion variable. We kept variable 8, Basis for pupil evalua-

tion: norm for grade level.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Factor 2: Do school districts that use number grades

find it necessary to supplement them with other means of
evaluation and other means of progress reporting?

Factor 3: Why do districts that use written progress
reports tend to have less student participation in discipline?

Factor 4: Does evaluation of pupils based on either grade
level or classmate norms result in a lower proportion of pro-
motions?

Factor 5: Do school districts that evaluate pupils accord-
ing to their capacities find it advisable to bring in parents

for the decision on promotion?
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Factor 6: Why do districts that use number grades tend

not to include the parent in promotion decisions?

F. Bibliography
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X. POLICIES AND FROCEDURES: FISCAL

A. Variables

1. Long range planning: no. of studies (8-72)
2. Long range planning: master plan (s-73)

(Code: 0--no
l--yes .
2--yes, plan carries to saturation)

3. Budget preparation: teacher recommendations

(T-13) : To what extent, would you say, do budget
recommendations in this district originate with
the teachers?

4. Budget preparation: teacher participation in (T-14)

(Code: O=--none
l--requests or recommendations
2--group action)

5. Budget preparation: Dbasis for estimates (s-47)

(Code: O--money available
l--educational needs
2--both 0 and 1
3-~other)

6. Budget preparation: time available

(s-48, 49): No. of days between the date budget
preparations begin and the date th~ budget is
submitted for approval.

’ 3

F”f 7. Budget adoption: final approval

;,; (8S-50) : Who makes the final decision on the
;r school district budget?

(Code: 1l-~voters
2--board of education
‘ 3--municipal agency
€ < 4--county agency
5--state agency)
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8. Budget reviewing agency: power to reject and ]
return \ (s-51a)
(Code: O0--no ?
l--yes)
9. Budget reviewing agency: power to change total (s-51Db)
(Code: O0O--no
1--yes)
10. Budget reviewing agency: power to change parts (s-51c)
(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
11. Budget reviewing agency: oxrigin of (s-52)
(Code: 1--appointed
2--elected by electorate larger than
school district
3--elected by electorate, smaller
4--elected by electorate, same size)
12. Budget reviewing agency: no. of other public
functions (s-53)
13. Property assessment: selection of assessor (s-55)

(Code: 1--by state
2--by county
3--municipal
4--by voters
5~-district
6--other or multiple)

14. Property assessment: autonomy of assessor

(S-56): Are district assessments reviewed by an
assessor designated by some other governmental
agency? By whom?

(Code: O0--no
l--yes)

15. Property assessment: selection of reviewer
(s-56): See 14
(Code: 1l--state
2--county

3--municipal
4--other)
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¥ 16. Business procedures: use of cost accounting (8-57)
.;’; (Code: O0--no
- l--yes)
'f“ 17. Business procedures: policy on local purchases
! (S-58): Does the district have a policy that
% defines the conditions under which school purchases
should be made from local merchants?
(Code: O0--no
l--yes)
18. Business procedures: no. of estimates on non-bid
items
(S-59): How many estimates must the district obtain
- before purchasing items which do not require formal
- A1 bids?
19. Budget adoption: agency authorization needed (lF-p.5:2) .
3 (Code: O--none -
4 l--local
2—-—-county
3--state)
- 20. Budget: open hearing on g%

(s-54): Before the budget comes up for adoption, 1is
there a special public meeting held at which the ‘
budget is discussed? 3

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable  h2 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9
1 76 81
2 64 57 50
3 76 85
4 66 74
5 42
6 56 64
7 67 64
8 37 -75
9 98 89
10 93 -83
11 97 —64 52
12 73 -56 44
13 71 81
14 a4 88
15 103% 79 48
16 77 83
17 66 50
18 63 53
19 74 83
20 63 72

* Unstable because of low N.

D. Variables retained
The factor analysis allowed us to drop four variables.

Factor 2 has two variables relating to the closeness of the
We retained

assessor and assessment reviewer to the district.

only variable 13, Property assessment: selection of assessor

locally.
Factor 5 has four variables, all of which are significantly

We kept only variable

related to quiescence and nothing else.

20, Open hearing on budget.

Other variables retained were: variable 1, No. of long

range planning studies; variable 4, Teacher participation in

budget preparation; wvariable 12, Budget reviewing agency: no.

of other functions; wvariable 16, Business procedures: use of

B W S gt

AT At 7
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cost accounting; and, variable 18, Business procedures: no.

of estimates on non-bid items.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Factor 2: Why do districts whose assessors and assessment

reviewers are appointed at more local levels also have budget
review agencies with less frequent power to change specific
parts of the budget?

Factor 3: Why do budget review agencies that have the
power to change the total budget also have fewer other public
functions?

Factor 5: What accounts for these four variables appearing
together -- master planning, a longer time for budget prepara-
tion, a stated policy on local purchases, and open budget
hearings? Is it a sensitivity to local conditions?

Factor 6: Why is the inclusion of teachers in budget
preparation less frequent in districts where the budget
review .agency has the power to reject and return the budget?

Are the budgets being fashioned for acceptance primarily?
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XI. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES: ELECTIONS

A. Variables

1. Needs emphasized in campaign: crowded conditions
(See also 32 and 39)

(s-85): During the last election campaign, to what
extent did the schools emphasize each of the
follcwing:

a. rising enrollment?

b. crowded conditions?

c. salaries need to be increased?

d. poor condition of buildings and facilities?
e. rising costs of construction?

f. quality of instruction?

2. Needs emphasized in campaign: salary increases (See
also 33 and 40)

(s-85): See 1l

3. Needs emphasized in campaign: buildings and
facilities (See also 34 and 41)

(S-85): See 1

4. Né§2s emphasized in campaign: construction costs
(See also 35 and 42)

(S-85): See 1l

5. Needs emphasized in campaign: quality of
instruction (See also 36 and 43)

(s-85): ©See l
6. Disagreement among school representatives

(S-86b-e); Among school representatives, to what
extent was there any disagreement in the last
financial election campaign about these factors:

b. the amount of the request?

c. the timing of the election?

d. the nature of the campaign to be waged?
. the value to be stressed in the campaign?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .943
Scalakility, items = .837
Scalability, individuals = .667
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7. Disagreement on need for proposed request

(S-86a) : Among school representatives, to what
extent was there any disagreement in the last
financial election campaign on the need for the

proposed request?

8. 1Increasing voter registration: use of letters and

post cards (S-87al)
(Code: O0--no
l--yes)
9. 1Increasing voter registration: use of telephomes (S-87a2)
(Code: 0--no
1-~vesj
10. 1Increasing voter registration: use of personal
contacts (s-87a3)
(Code: O0--no
l--yes)
1ll1. Speeches in campaign
(s-87a4, 87b4): 1In your last election campaign
did you use speeches to:
a. increase overall voter registration? (50% yes) -
b. focus on getting votes of parents of children 23
in school {66% yes) =
(Code; 0--no
1--yes)
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .962 E ¥
Scalability, items = .910 3
Scalability, individuals = .757
12. Getting votes of parents with child in school: wuse
of letters and post cards (s-87bl) _
(Code: 0O--no
l-~yes)
13. Getting votes of parents with child in school: use
(S-87Db2)

of telephones

{(Code: 0--no
l--yes)




14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

Getting votes of parents with child in school: use
of personal contacts

(Code: 0--no
1--yes)

Use of organized personal contacts: focus on
favorable voters only

(Code: O0O--no
1--yes)

Increasing voter turnout: use of letters and
post cards

(Code: O--no
1--yes)

Increasing voter turnout: use of telephones

(Code: O0C--no
l--yes)

Increasing voter turnout: use of personal contacts

(Code: 0--no
1--yes)

Campaign: number of endorsements important to
Campaign: professional consulitants

(Code: O--no
l--yes)

Campaign organization

(5-90) : Did the district have a campaign
organization before the election?

(Code: O0--no
1--yes)

Campaign organization, no. of staff members included

Needs emphasized in campaign: rising enroliment
(See also 31 and 38)

(S-85): See 1
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(S-87Db3)

(s-87c)

(s-87d1)

(s-874d2)

(s-874d3)

(s-88)

(s-89)

(s-90)
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Needs emphasized in campaign: extent of emphasis
(See also 29, 37 and 44)

(S-85): See 1

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .906
Scalability, items = .708
Scalability, individuals = .662
25. Tax levy restrictions, no. of (s-62)
26. Timing of school financial election: policy on
(8S-63): Are you required to hold district financial
elections in conjunction with regularly scheduled
city, state, or national elections?
(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
27. Timing of school financial election: dat~= preference (s-63)
(Code: O0O--none
l--January
2--February, etc.)
28. Quality of campaign: citizen questions unanswered,
no. of instances
(P-11): At the tine of the last financial election,
were there any instances that you know of when a
parent or other citizen had difficulty getting an
answer to some question?
29. Needs emphasized in campaign: extent of emphasis

(See also 37 and 44)

(P-13): ©See 24

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .900
Scalability, items = .689
Scalability, individuals = .635

The correlation between 8 and P assessments (variables
24 and 29) is .22.

The correlation between BP and P assessments
(variables 29 and 37) is .17.

The correlation between ¢ and P assessments (variables
29 and 44) is .15.
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30. Tax levy extention: duration of

43 vt ane 20

(lF-p.3): Average years duration for electiocon
nearest 1950 and the most recent tax election

PLOVRN

31. Needs emphasized in campaign: rising enrollment
(See also 38)

(BP-48): See 23

5 Al Wit Nnn.

The correlation between S and BP assessments
(variables 23 and 31) is .52.

32. Needs emphasized in campaign: crowded conditions
(See also 39)

(BP-48): See 1

v - . 2
o e g

The correlation between S and BP assessments
(variables 1 and 32) is .33.

33. Needs emphasized in campaign: salary increases
(See also 40)

i (BP-48) : See 2

The correlation between S and BP assessments
(variables 2 and 33) is .50.

34. Needs emphasized in campaign: buildings and
facilities (See also 41)

(BP-48) : See 3

The correlation between S and BP assessments
(variables 3 and 34) is .26.

35. Needs emphasized in campaign: construction costs
(See also 42)

(BP-48): See 4

The correlation between S and BP assessments
(variables 4 and 35) is .00.

36. Needs emphasized in campaign: quality of instruction
(See also 43)

(BP-48): See 5

The correlation between S and BP assessments
(variables 5 and 36) is .15.
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: 37. Needs emphasized in campaign: extent of emphasis
3 (See also 29)
= (BP-48) : See 24
- Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,899
Scalability, items = .715
Scalability, individuals = .638
. The correlation between BP and S assessments
\1 (variables 37 and 24) is .15.
43 The correlation between BP and O assessments
1 (variables 37 and 44) is .02.
38. Needs emphasized in campaign: rising enrollment
(0~5): §See 23 and 31
The correlation between S and O assessments
(variables 23 and 38) is .25.
E The correlation between BP and O assessments
. (variables 31 and 38) is .26.
39. Needs emphasized in campaign: crowded conditions
(0O-5): See 1 and 32
The correlation between S and O assessments ;
(variables 1 and 39) is .34. ]
The correlation between BP and O assessments i
g (variables 32 and 39) is .09. 3

40. Needs emphasized in campaign: sa'ary increases
(0-5): See 2 and 33)

f' The correlation between S and O assessments
(variables 2 and 40) is .24.

The correlation between BP and O assessments
(variables 33 and 40) is .23.

4l. Needs emphasized in campaign: buildings and facilities
(0~5): See 3 and 34

The correlation between S and O assessments
(variables 3 and 41) is .31.

The correlation between BP and O assessments
(variables 34 and 41) is .32.

e enaryET Y
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Needs emphasized in campaign: construction costs
(0O-5): See 4 and 35

The correlation between S and O assessments
(variables 4 and 42) is -.10.

The correlation between BP and O assessments
(variables 35 and 42) is .06.

Needs emphasized in campaign: quality of instruction
{0-5): See 5 and 36

The correlation between S and O assessments
(variables 5 and 43) is .16.

The correlation between BP and O assessments
(variables 36 and 43) is .13.

Needs emphasized in campaign: extent of emphasis

(0~5): See 24, 29 and 37

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .882
Scalability, items = .652
calability, individuals = .611

The correlation between O and S assessments
(variables 44 and 24) is .12.

Needs emphasized in campaign: superintendent-board
president understanding

(S-85 and BP-48): Average difference in
assessments for items a-f listed under variable 1
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable  h° 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g
6 77 81
7 78 84
8 80 85
9 74 72
10 76 70
11 79 6l 40
12 50 48
13 71 71
14 79 85
15 60 41 ~47
16 64 67
17 68 58 45
18 66 50 43
19 59 71
20 42 41
21 71 42
22 83 86
24 48
25 51 74
27 73 44 ~46
R 28 49 50
29 59 68
30 86 45 ~59
37 51 64
44 64 78
45 59 74

Variables 1-5 and 23, 31-36, and 38-43 were omitted because
they are component parts of homogeneous scales (24, 37, and
44, respectively).

D. Variables retained

'i' The factor analysis and scaling analysis, in conjunction
with patterns of criterion relationships, permitted us to drop
some measures that appear to be redundant to the same variables.

Factor 1 contains six variables with significant criterion
relationships. Since only two patterns of relationship were

found, we kept only two: wvariable 12, Use of letters and
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postcards to get out parent vote, and, variable 30, Duration

of tax levy extension.
Factor 3 has three variables with significant relation-

ships to criterion variables, but we kept only variable 9, Use

of telephones toc increase voter registration.
Factor 6 has two variables with significant relationships

and similar patterns. We kept variable 29, Extent of emphasis
..

on needs in campaign (P).
Factor 8 also has two variables, significantly related to

a criterion, with similar patterns of relationship. We kept

variable 24, Extent of emphasis on needs in campaign (S).
: Of the six variables in the first scale set (1-5, 23), four
had significant relationships. But these were subsumed by

using the summary measure (variakle 24) and keeping variable 2,

Salary increases emphasized in campaign (S).
Of the six variables in the second set (31~36), four also
had significant relationships. We kept only variabie 33,

Salary increases emphasized in campaign (BP). Although it

represents another assessment of the same condition, the
pattern of relationships is different than for variable 2,
which, howéver, is similar to the pattern for another assess-
ment, by the opposition spokesman (variable 40), and we have
used it to represent the latter.

Other variables retained are: variable 6, Disagreement

amorg school representatives in campaign; variable 19, No. of

endorsements important to campaign; wvariable 21, Campaign

organization; variable 25, No. of tax levv restrictions; and.
variable 28, No. of unanswered citizen gquestions in campaign.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Factor 1: Do districts that use personal contacts with

favorable voters and concentrate on the parent vote feel
obliged to also attempt to increase the general turnout of

voters?
Factor 3: Do some districts restrict their campaign work
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simply to increasing voter registraticia and turnout?
Factor 5: 1Is it the use of personal contacts among
favorable voters that leads to fewer unanswered gquestions
among citizens? Why do districts that use personal contacts
tend to feel that fewer important endorsements are necessary?
Factor 7: Why is it that districts with more extensive
campaign organizations tend to avoid financial elections at
the end of the calendar year?
Factor 9: Does the number of tax levy restrictions in
some districts contribute to the need for professional campaign

consultation?
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XII. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES: INFORMATION

Variables

1.

Public meetings: school use cf

(S-104) : Tc what extent does the district use public
meetings for each of these purpceses:

a. bpresent school planning tc citizens?

b. discuss teaching methods?

c. discuss curriculum?

d. discuss controversial issues?

e. discuss potentially controversial issues?
f. campaign for s~hool financial issues?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .948
Scalability, items = .830
Scalability, individuals = .774

School personnel contacts with public, no. of ways
used to increase

(S-105): Has the district taken any measures which
are designed to increase face to face contact between
staff members and the public? What?

Public relations: employment of specialist (S-106)

(Code: O=-none
l--regular consultant
2--staff member
3--both 1 and 2)

PR specialist, function of: advise superintendént (S-106a)
(Code: 0O--no i
l--yes) '

PR specialist, function of: advise board of education (S106b)

(Code: O0--no 9 3
l--yes)

PR specialist, function of: administer information
program (S-106c¢)

{Code: O--no
l--yes)
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7. PR specialist, function of: direct financial
campaigns (8-1064d)

(Ccde: ©C--no
l--yes)

8. Increasing voter registration: use of letters
and post cards

(See XI:8)
9. Increasing voter registration: use of telephones

I (Ssee X1:9)

10. Increasing voter registration: use of personal
contacts

3 (See XI:10)
; 11. Speeches in campaign
(see X1:11)

12. Getting votes of parents with child in school: use of
letters and post cards

\,P

« 13. Getting votes of parents with child in school: use
!E of telephones

(See XI:13)

14. Getting votes of parents with child in school: use
of personal contacts

(see XI:14)

15. Use of organized personal contacts: focus on
favorable voters only

(See XI:15)

16. Increasing voter turnout: use of letters and post caxds

(see XI:16)

17. Increasing voter turnout: use of telephones

(See XI:17)
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18.

19.

20.

Increasing voter turnout: use of personal contacts

(See XI:18)

PR specialist, function of: orient staff to
public relations

(Code: O--no
l--yes)

Public relations program, extent of

(s~106a~e): See variables 4, 5, 6, 7 and 19

T Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .975
’ Scalability, items = .932
Scalability, individuals = .782

21.

23.

24,

3 25.

Information procedures: no. of for facilitating
citizen communication with school

Information procedures: teachers

*

(T-15) : Generally speaking, how good would you
say procedures are in this district for answering

teacher questions?

Information procedures: parents

(P-5): How would you rate the district's procedures
for responding to requests for information?

School open housss: attendance

(2F-2) : Total district attendance at open house
or back-to-school functions, per thousand pupils

School open houses: activities

(2F-3): Activities included in open house or
back-to~-school functions

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)

a. tour of physical plant

b. demonstration class

c. exhibits by pupils

d. explanation of curriculum objectives

e explanation of district policies, other
than curriculum

f. entertainment by pupils

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,930
Scalability, items = ,754
Scalability, individuals = .644

132

(s1lo6e)

(s-

107)

yes)
yes)
yes)
yes)

yes)
yes)




26. Information program, no. of full time personnel
assigned to

27. Informational publications, no. of

28. Informational publications, total no. of issues
per year

29. Informational publications, no. of for parents

30. Informational publications, no. of for staff

3l. Informational publications, no. of for general
public

32. Mass media, school use of

(Code: 0--no

l1-~yes)
(2F-45) :
a. news releases to media
b. programs produced for radio or TV
c. use of magazines in classroom work
d. use of newspapers in classroom work
e. news conference with media
f. use of educational TV in classroem
g. use of educational radio in classroom

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = ,912
Scalability, items = .705
Scalability, individuals = .616
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(2F-43)
(2F-44)

(2F-44)
(2F-44)

(2F-44)

(2F-44)

(93% ves})
(61% ves)
(92% ves)
(89%. yes)
(52% vyes)
(53% yes)
(50% vyes)
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable  h2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 79 84
2 61 48
3 75 44 44
8 78 75
9 78 82
10 82 86
11 74 68 47
12 63 51
13 72 81
14 71 78
15 66 44 58
16 74 ~65
17 77 64 40
18 59 52
20 100% 97
21 56 47
22 74 83
=3 67 78
24 82 88
25 65 41 62 “
26 68 72
27 89 77
28 77 60
29 80 73
30 83 77
31 78 84
32 74 42

Variables 4-7 and 19 were omitted because they are parts of a
homogeneous scale, variable 20.

* Unstable because of low N.

D. Variables retained

Five variables with significant relationships to quies-
cence all appzar on Factor 2. We kept only variable 27, No.
of informational publications. We also kept another variable
from this factor: variable 30, No. of informational publica-

tions for staff. It has a significant correlation with
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acquiescence.
The factor analysis did not aid us in dropping any other

variables. Those retained were: variable 1, School use of

public meetings: variable 22, Information procedures for

teachers; variable 23, Information procedures for parents:

variable 31, No. of informational publications for general

public; and, variable 32, School use of mass media.

E. Questions suqgested by factor analysis results
Factor 2: Is the use of informational publications con-

tingent on there being a public relations man on the district
staff?

Factor 3: 1Is the use of mass media by the schecl -- even
in the classroom -- also contingent on there being a district
public relations man?

Factor 4: Do some districts have more of an "openness"
to the public, as suggested by the correlation between holding
public meetings on important issues and the number of open
house activities? What kinds of districts have this attribute?

Factor 6: Why is the number of publications for parents
negatively related with trying to increase voter turnout at
elections by letter or postcard? 1Is the latter a substitute
for the former?

Factor 7: Does the positive correlation between informa-
tion procedures for parents and increasing election turnout by
telephone indicate that the la *ter is possible only if the
former is carried out between elections?

Factor 8: Why is the number of informational publica-
tions for the general public related to the use of organized
personal contacts to get favorably disposed voters to vote in
elections? 1Is the latter dependent upon the former -- or is

it perceived to be necessary by district officials?
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¥XIII. PARENTS

A. Variables

1. State PTA meetings, parent representation at

(P-1): To what extent is your local parent group
represented at annual state meetings of the
Parent-Teacher Association?

2. Parent groups: activities undertaken

(p-2a-d): Generally speaking, to what extent would
you say that your local parent group undertakes
each of these activities:

a. raising money for gifts to the schools?

b. welcoming new parents into the district?

c. presenting a public performance by group
members, such as a show?

d. presenting an entirely social program for
its members only?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .927
Scalability, items = ,773
Scalability, individuals = .713

3. Parent groups: public meetings sponsored

(P-2e-i): Cenerally speaking, to what extent would
vou say that your local parent group undertakes each
of these activities:

e. sponsoring public meetings to present school
planning?

f. sponsoring public meetings to discuss teaching

methods?

g sponsoring public meetings to discuss curriculum?

h. sponsoring public meetings to discuss potentially
controversial issues in the district?

i. sponscriny public meetings to discuss contro-
versial issues in the district?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .900
Scalability, items = .679
Scalability, individuals = .653
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4. Parent groups, bulletins published by
. (P~-3) : Does any parent club in the district publish
a regular bulletin or report? E
(Code: 0--no
l--yes)
5. Parent-administrator relations (P) (See I:32)
6. Parent-administrator relations (S) (See 1:28)
7. Superintendent reaction to parents (See I:33)
8. Teacher reaction to parents (See I:34)
9. Parent-teacher conferences, no. of (See V:3)
: 10. Parent-teacher conferences: preparation given
| teachers (See V:4)
B 11. Parent-teacher conferences: preparation given
3 parents ({See V:5) N
O
E 12. Financial election campaign, participation by ;
1 parent group (P-12Z) o
; (Code: 0--no
' l--yes)
13. Financial election campaign: type of parent group
participation (P-12a)
(Code: O0--on its own
1--with schools)
3 1l4. Ratio of schools to parent groups (2F-5,1)
'2, 15. Ratio of parent group membership to pupils (2F-6,17)
16. Financial election campaign: extent of parent ]
group participation

(P-12b): Which of these means of participation
were used by local parent organizations in the last
financial election campaign:

(Code: 0--no
l--yes)




endorsement of issues?

telephone canvassing?

door-to-door canvassing?
neighborhood coffee meetings?
transportation service to the polls?
voter registration drive?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .911
Scalability, items . 760
Scalability, individuals = .606

i
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C. Factor analysis

Factors
Variable  h° 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 73 79
2 65 60
3 48 67
4 66 49 44
5 76 77
6 43 49
7 63 73
8 66 76
9 55 -43 47
10 78 40 68
11 82 90
13 64 77
14 66 -69
15 71 30
16 72 77

Variable 12 was omitted because of artifactual correlation
with variables 13 and 1l6.

D. Variables retained
The factor analysis allowed us to drop only one wvariable.

Factor 2 contains four variables with significant criterion
relationships, but only two have similar patterns of relation-
ship (3 and 4). We retained variable 4, Bulletins published

by parent groups.
Other variables kept were: variable 1, Parent represen-

tation at state PTA meetings; variable 2, Activities under-
taken by parent groups; variable 12, Parent group participation
in financial election campaign; variable 13, Parent group

participation with schools in financial election campaign;:
variable 14, Ratio of schools to parent groups; and, variable
16, Extent of parent group participation in financial election
campaign. (Although variable 12 is artifactually correlated
with variables 13 and 16, it has a different pattern of cri-

terion relationships.)
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E. Questions suggested by factor analvsis results
Factor 4: Why is the superintendent's assessment of

parent-administrator relations related to preparation given
teachers for parent-teacher conferences and not to prepara-
tion given parents? {Grant found that parent assessments of
administrators were improved by prepara.ion given teachers
for parent-teacher conferences -- particularly among those
teachers he judged more competent in general. See reference
in PDivision V, Section F.) Also, why does parent group
participation in the election campaign relate positively to
the superintendent's assessment of parent-administrator reia-
tions while not to the parent representative's assessment?

Factor 5: Are parent-teacher conferences used primarily
as an adjunct to parent groups rather than as a substitute
for them? The same districts have more of both.

Factor 6: Why does the parent assessment of parent-~
administrator relations relate to the extent of parent group
participation in financial election campaigns and not to their

type of participation?
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XIV. PUBLIC: GENERAL ]
A. Variables :
1. Board president contact with public
(BP-2): To what extent do you, personally, get
information on how the public feels about the local
schools by each of these means? 1
a. conversations by people outside of board meetings? ;
c. receiving phone calls from citizens? 3
d. receiving letters from citizens? '
£f. meeting with parent organizations?
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .910 3
Scalability, items = .736 | <
Scalability, individuals = .636 -
2. Board of education contact with public Qi
(B-2 and BP-2): See 1l 3
Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .904 ‘
Scalability, items = .720
Scalability, individuals = .655

Average scale score for all board members used.
Board president reaction to prcposed changes from public

(BP-45b-e): If the board receives from a citizZen's
group a proposal for a change in district policy,
to what extent is the board likely to respond in
each of the following ways?

b. refer it to a board advisory committee for 3
recommendation? 3

c. hold a special public meeting to discuss it?

d. discuss it with civic leaders?

e. make an immediate decision?

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .900
Scalability, items = .690 =
Scalability, individuals = .669 .




4.

Board of education reaction to proposed changes
from public

(B-3 and BP-45): See 3

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .930
Scalability, items = .744
Scalability, individuals = .738

3 10.

Average scale score for all board members used.
Board action: provision for reporting to public

(Code: O--none
l1--yes)

Board meetings: citizen opinions allowed

(BP-13): At a regular board meeting, can a
district citizen stand up at any time to give
his opinion?

(Code: 0O-=--no
l1--yes)

Board meetings: citizen questions allowed

(BRP-14) : At a regular board meeting, can a district

citizen stand up at any time to ask a question for
clarification?

(Code: 0O--no
l1--yes)

Community use of school facilities

(2F-4): No. of uses made by non-school groups of
school buildings during the 1960-61 school year.

Community use of school facilities: policy on fees

(Code: 0O--fee is charged
1--all use is free of charge)

Community use of school facilities: permissiveness

(2F-65) : Rules on public use of school buildings

(Code: 0O--no
l--yes)

(BP-9)

(2F-65)



a. can be used by any group

b. can be used for any purpose

c. can be used at any time, provided no conflict
with pupil activities

Scale criteria: Reproducibility = .986
Scalability, items = .948
Scalability, individuals = .919

146

( 7% yes)
(24% vyes)

(52% vyes)
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C. Factor analvsis

Factors

Variable h2 1 2 3 4

75 84
71 84

34 50

G N

72 84

73 82

50 63

41 -48
67 79

(@Rl 0 o LN e

1

Variables 1 and 3 were omitted as components of 2 and 4,
respectively.

D. Variables retained

No variables having the same criterion relationships
appear on the same factor. However, variable 1 is a component
part of variable 2, with a similar pattern of correlations.

So we kept only variable 2, Board contact with public.

The other variables retained were: variable 5, Provision

for reporting board action to public; variable 6, Citizen

opinions allowed at board meetings; variable 7, Citizen ques-

tions allowed at board meetings; variable 9, No fees for com-

munity use of school facilities; and, variable 10, Pevmissive-

ness on community use of school facilities.

E. Questions suggested by factor analysis results
Factor 1l: Is there more contact by board members with

the public in larger districts? This would appear to be
likely, because public use of school facilities was not cor-
rected for size of district, and it appears on the same
factor.

Factor 3: Are fees for use of school facilities employed
by districts to discourage greater use? The negative correla-
tions of this variable with provision for reporting board

actions and permissiveness on use suggest this inference.
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é XV. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
5: A. Variables
General characteristics
l. Parochial schools: no. of student services
shared with (S-23)
2. Parochial schools: ratio of public school
pupils to parochial school pupils (2F-17, 18)
3. Parochial schools: =2no. of high school graduates (2F-19)
4. Neighborhood characteristics: nationality of
origin
(BP-29) : To what extent are there definite
neighborhoods in the school district based on
each of these characteristics:
a. nationality of origin?
b. race?
c. geographic features?
d. religion?
5. Neighborhood characteristics: race
(BP-29): See 4
6. Neighborhood characteristics: geographic features
(BP~-22): See 4
7. Neighborhood characteristics: religion
(BP-29): See 4
8. Organized efforts to coordinate neighborhoods
in the district, no. of (BP-30)
9. Neighborhood facticns, extent of
(5-67): To what extent would you say that neigh-
borhood factions exist in this district?
10. Neighborhood factions: no. of specific rivalries (S-18)

11. Communities within district boundaries, no. of (BP-28)
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12. Relaticnship between communities within the district

(BP-28a): What kind of a relationship exists
between communities in the district?

13. Shared services among communities within district,
no. of (BP-29Db)

14. Parochial schools: any in district (s-23)

Level of Wealth

15. Per capita income (PCI}, 1960 (SM)*

16. Ratio of district PCI to state PCI, 19860

17. Ratio of 1960 PCI to 1950 PCI

. 18. Ratio of 1950 PCI to 1940 PCI

B 19. Ratio of 1960 _dist PCI to 1950 _dist PCI

- state PCI state PCI

20. Ratio of 1950 dist PCI to 1940 dist PCI

y state PCI state PCI
e = 21. Per family income (PFI), 1960 (SM)

22. Ratio of district PFI to state PFI, 196G
23. Ratio of 1960 PFI to 1950 PFI

4 24. Ratio of 1950 PFI to 1940 PFI

O
y 25. Ratio of 1960 dist PFI to 1950 dist PFI
T state PFI state PFI
- 26. Ratio of 1950 dist PFI to 1940 dist PFI
state PFI state PFI

27. Per capita retail sales (PCRS), 1960 (SM)
E 28. Ratio of district PCRS to state PCRS

29. Ratio of 1960 PCRS to 1950 PCRS

* (SM) designates Sales Management pullication as data source.
Other data sources in this division are census publications.
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30. Ratio of 1950 PCRS to 1940 PCRS

: 31. Ratio of 1960 dist PCRS to 1850 dist PCRS
| state PCRS state PCRS

: |l 32. Ratio of 1950 dist PCRS to 1940 dist PCRS
state PCRS state PCRS

33. Median family income (MFI), 1960

34. Ratio of 1960 MFI to 1950 MFI £

. Distribution of Wealth

35. Heterogeneity of income (HI), 1960 ﬁ
03 - 0; -
5
36. Ratio of district HI to state HI, 196e0
| 37. Ratio of 1960 HI to 1950 HI

38. Ratio of 1960 dist HI to 1950 dist HI

state HI state HI
;? 39. Imbalance toward high income (IHI), 1960 »
k Q3 - Q2

40. Ratio of district IHI to state IHI

41. Ratio of 1960 IHI to 1950 IHI

E 42, Ratioc of 1960 dist IHI to 1950 _dist IHI
. i state IHI state IHI

43. Mean-median income discrepancy (MMID), 1960

Ranith

44. Ratio of district MMID to state MMID
45. Ratio of 1960 MMID to 1950 MMID

46. Ratio of 1960 dist MMID to 1950 dist MMID
state MMID state MMID

VI B ol e hacicas T g o
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Sources of Wealth

47. Percent in agriculture, forestry, fishing (PAFF), 1960
48. Ratio of district PAFF to state PAFF, 1960

49. Ratio of 1960 PAFF to 1950 PAFF

50. Ratio of 1950 PAFF to 1940 PAFF

51. Ratio of 1960 dist PAFF to 1950 dist PAFF
state PAFF state DPAFF

52. Ratio of 1950 dist PAFF to 1940 dist PAFF
state PAFF state PAFF

53. Percent in mining (PMi), 1960
54. Ratio of district PMi to state PMi
55. Ratio of 1960 PMi to 195G PMi
56. Ratio of 1950 PMi to 1940 pMi

57. Ratio of 1960 dist PMi to 1950 dist PMi
state PMi state Phi

58. Ratio of 1950 dist PMi to 1940 dist PMi
state PMi state PMi

59. Percent in manufacturing (PMa), 1960
60. Ratio of district PMa to state PMa
6l. Ratio of 1960 PMa to 1950 PMa

62. Ratio of 1950 PMa to 1940 PMa

63. Ratio of 1960 dist PMa to 1950 dist. PMa
state PMa statie PMa

64. Ratio of 1950 dist PMa to 1940 dist PMa
state PMa state PMa

65. Percent in services (PS), 1960
;, 66. Ratio of district PS to state PS
67. Ratio of 1960 PS to 1950 PS

68. Ratio of 1950 PS to 1940 PS

P 3
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78.
79.
80.

el.

82.

83.
84.

85.

86.

87.
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Ratio of 1960 dist PS to 1950 _dist PS

state PS state PS

Ratic of 1950 dist PS to 1940 dist PS

state PS state PS

Percent in professions, administration (PPA), 1960

Ratic of district PPA to state PPA, 1960

Ratio<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>